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Prologue: A Confession 


When setting out to write a book about sex and relationships, in political context, in as 
many aspects as you can manage as the person that you are, it seems wise to start from 
where you are. That, of course, requires engaging in an appraisal of where you are, 
something carried out with as much insight and honesty as you can manage. Having done 
that, hopefully, as you then go forward through your researches and carry out your 
subsequent thinking, you will be able to better gauge how you have changed or grown 
or deviated from what you were before you began. Consequently, the opening to this 
book needs to begin with my own sexual confession of how | regard sex and sexuality 
(and human relationships as a necessary consequence) — and where | position myself in 
relation to such things. | don’t claim any authority in doing this. | do not aim, either now 
or in Future, to argue that anything | say or do makes me any kind of “expert”. It is, in 
Fact, my view that lives are individual and all we ever really know anything about — and 
then only if we do the appropriate work of self-reflection — is ourselves. This book, then, 
right From this opening prologue, is really a personal account of sex and sexuality in the 
context of human relationships (i.e. politics), an interactive confession whole and entire. 
Yet, since | have also aimed to make it a going beyond this, into something of an 
anarchist commentary on the meaning and purpose of relationships at all, it also 
hopefully achieves that aim too. It nevertheless bears repeating that | am not setting 
myself up as an expert here. What | am doing is thinking and researching and writing 


honestly as the person that | am. It is then up to readers to make of that what they will. 


And so to confession in order that | may begin. The First thing you should know is that | 


am an anarchist Free spirit. | do not believe in government or capitalism or property or 


morality or other collective coercions of my existence. | regard myself as permanently in 
rebellion against all of them. This is an anarchy not just of politics or economics of which 
| speak but one of morality and intellectuality — and even spirituality - as well. It is an 
anarchy of values and meaning as much as it is one of political order or economic 
relationships. This is the context for anything | shall subsequently say about sex or 
human relationships in this book; it is “where | am coming From”. IF you want an analogue 
or example for this then | suggest very strongly that you acquaint yourself with the 
works and ideas and life of Emma Goldman in minute detail. Or, perhaps, you could 
consider the following “articles of Jolly Roger’s anarchy” that | composed to summarise 
an anarchy | wrote about elsewhere in a book 2,000 pages long which discussed it, 


including in sexual contexts: 


i. Hold nothing sacred and, in so doing, destroy all authority. 

ii. Agency, autonomy and free association are the lived basis of authentic social life. 
iii. “SelFeorganisation” is our principle of life and anarchy described. 

iv. IF something is not voluntary then it should not be done. 

v. Creating relationships which help others is also helping yourselves. 

vi. To get out of the prison, think yourself out of it —- and then act accordingly. 


vii. Everything is a Fiction. 


Readers will Find me coming back to these, and similar, principles throughout this book, | 
have no doubt, as an expression of my commitment to anarchy as both belief and 


intellectual practice. 


The next thing to know is that although | was born male-bodied | do not consider myself, 
or even anyone else, a man. “Man”, like “woman”, or any other actual or possible 
linguistic designation of a sex or gender, is artificial, a Fiction, made up. It is a term of 
language and not anything essential or representative about material reality. Language 
is a means by which human beings manipulate their experience of reality, it does not 
denominate, explain or understand it (let alone Fix it or set it in stone) in any inherent 
way. My name, whatever name | choose to use now (which obviously will not be my birth 
name - which was a name my parents imposed upon me and which | never chose), is one | 
invent and choose for myself. | consider this my absolute right (as | would consider it the 
absolute right of anyone else to do the same too. There can be no rights For me that are 
not also rights for everyone else too. Fair’s fair). Thus, | take it that we can all present as 
we wish, call ourselves whatever we like for whatever reasons we want, and this 
regardless of what bodies biology handed us, each body being unique in its components 
and possibilities anyway. Bodies, in fact, are to a large degree very similar (regardless of 
sex or gender) and that some people concentrate on the relatively minor differences 
between them is more indicative of some partisan point they might want to make than 
the bodies themselves. | do recognise, however, that there are two relatively more 
common human body morphologies, these being denominated male and Female, but | 
don’t recognise these as inevitably mapping to similarly described gender roles or as 
matters of Fixed interpretation. In Fact, I'd say sexual morphology and gender roles are 
radically unhitched and that what some see as Static | see as Fluid (not least in terms of 
interpretation) or in flux and on a spectrum. So you have the body you were born with 
(although some choose to change that too and that’s primarily their business) but your 
gender, as identity or as expression, is something that’s much more up to you — and it 


doesn’t revolve entirely around whether you have a pussy or a dick (or even both). 
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A third thing you then need to know is that | consider myself sexually ambiguous or Fluid. 
This is partly because it just seems obtuse to me to arbitrarily limit who you might want 
to love (or who could love you). It also seems bizarre to me that you would limit or 
classify this according to two (and only two) sexes or genders, a binary. IF you like “men” 
is that all men? IF you like “women” is that all women? (Both terms here, of course, hide a 
lot more than they reveal for its absurd to imagine either “man” or “woman” delineates 
something that is, in all cases, exactly the same in terms of appearance, expression, role, 
character, etc., - or even biology.) It seems to me, to the contrary, that we like individual 
people and that any arbitrary classifications of these people (especially in or as classes) 
are extraneous to that fact. You may say you do not like “men” — but does that mean 
there is no “man” anywhere, with any expression of themselves, that you could not find 
attractive? That seems completely arbitrary to me. You may say you don’t like “women” 
but are you so sure there’s not some very masculine woman somewhere you wouldn't, or 


couldn't, go crazy for? Such an idea seems prejudicial. 


My view is that anybody can potentially love anybody else, that all descriptions are 
equally as Fictional, and that the only thing stopping you loving anybody else is you and 
how you think. Change that and you can change anything - including who you can love. 
This, of course, means you need to seriously get to work on how you do think about 
things, including sex and sexuality and gender expression, because this literally 
determines your experience of yourself and your relationships in the world. When you 
study the history of sexology even briefly (as we will below) pretty much the first thing 
you realise is that there are no givens here; people have thought about sex, sexuality 
and gender in multiple ways throughout history and there’s no reason why we can’t think 


of it differently (or for ourselves) again. So the real issue is actually “What can you 


i 


imagine?” |, For myself, can imagine that there are no “sexualities”, that “sexuality” as a 
class, type or genus is an invention; | simply imagine people who tell stories about 
themselves in a sexual context who sometimes take their stories so seriously that they 
become hard borders. | happen to think hard borders here are a very bad idea and so | 


discourage imagining them. 


My Fourth point is then in regard to my own sexual experience which, in the absence of 
anyone to compare it with (not that its necessarily a matter of comparison), | would 
describe as largely unremarkable (of course, its also profoundly unique to me, as is all 
sexual experience, for its never less than personal). | estimate I’ve had physical sexual 
interaction several hundred (up to maybe a thousand) times with other people in my life 
(which includes experiences with both male and female-bodied people [of multiple 
gendered and sexual preferences] and which amounts to a double figures number of 
different people in total) as well as being a very regular masturbator. | would be loathe 
to give a name to, or otherwise describe, any “sexual preferences” in regard to any of 
this, however, as | would see these as artificial and unnecessary boundaries —- as 
previously suggested. | regard sexuality, and sexual experience, as something that 
should be Fluid, something about play and experimentation (which | increasingly Find it is 
anyway). | consequently avoid denominating sexual practices as things | should either 
like or not like in as Far as | can (because | do not want to set up any imaginary fixed 
bounds for sexual expression and | want to leave things open to change and encourage 
diversity). In this regard, | can actually give an autobiographical example of how this has 
worked in practice in regard to my recent learning about the former BDSM and bondage 
model, and continuing sexual activist and porn maker, Madison Young, if you will indulge 


me ina brief explicatory diversion... 
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So until a Few days before writing this | had never heard of the extraordinary human 
being known as Madison Young (not least since I'm not American and neither do | 
habitually research those who take part in porn). Until a Few days ago, | had in Fact never 
watched a single bondage video (and always hurriedly skipped past them if | saw one). 
Now, however, | have watched several. The reason was Madison Young. Until a few days 
ago, | had not “got” bondage or BDSM. | appreciated, of course, that some people like 
some things and other people like others (a trivial but often overlooked point) but that 
never put the question to one side for me “Why do people, any people, like that?” Until a 
Few days ago, this question was unanswerable for me because | just did not understand 
what was going on in BDSM or bondage sex but then | came across Madison Young, quite 
at random, in one of their earliest bondage videos (the context is that | was looking for 
something “different” from the 95% of scripted, repetitive, robotic, unreal, “all the 


same” porn that is online: | wanted something new, something actually of substance). 


The set up to the video | initially watched was some weekend vacation being taken by a 
group of young women. But what these friends don’t know is that the caretaker of the 
villa they are staying at is a dominant male who likes to drug, tie up and tease/torture his 
unwilling house guests (by pegging them out on the lawn or tying them upside down to 
trees or suspending them in the air with ropes). Besides Madison Young, there were Four 
other female-bodied people in the video: but it was Madison who particularly caught my 
eye here. Where the others were participating in the shoot, women doing a job, Madison 
seemed to be positively revelling in the experience. They seemed not only to be enjoying 
being tied up with rope to various objects and sexually used but their eyes and Face, and 
the reactions of their body, seemed to be actively encouraging the dominant male using 


them to do so more and more. They seemed like a human bonfire of desire to me, a self- 
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realised and self-actualised person who owned themselves and their desires. It caught 


my attention in its innocent authenticity. 


In Fact, so much of an impression did Madison Young make on me in this otherwise quite 
simply set up video that | had to find more of them. | say this as someone, as already 
said, who had no prior proclivity for (or even interest in) bondage or BDSM. (IF | had, of 
course, | would immediately have known who Madison Young was for they were one of 
the biggest stars of the bondage scene of the early 2000s, a queer womxn many who 
share their videos or otherwise talk about them describe as one of the most willing and 
able to Fully embrace the visceral realities of bondage and BDSM and what it means to 
be totally submissive and the servant of another.) This activity, before ever having seen 
Madison Young perform, left me cold and was regarded by me (which, | learn, is not 
unusual for those who have no interest in bondage) as barely even a sexual activity. But 
Madison Young has changed all that for me. | found myself perusing BDSM and Fetish 
websites For anything | could Find about Madison Young. Soon enough (and to my great 
joy and anticipation) | found several listings of videos featuring Madison and now my 
only problem was where to begin! | settled on a series of videos entitled “The Training of 


O” and got comfortable to watch them. 


Its Fair to say that, although, perhaps like many people, | have watched thousands of 
individual pieces of pornography over the years, | had never seen anything like this. Most 
porn today, as even the marginally observant or self-aware may realise, is what Madison 
Young themselves now refers to in their political activism as “fast Food porn”; its a highly 
artificial, churned out, product, often consumed in 5 or 10 minute clips, that bears no 


relation to reality whatsoever (not least the set up “reality” such content often barely 
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even pays lip service to in its production past the first 30 seconds). Its overriding 
characteristic is how totally Fake it is as we go through the Few scripted positions to get 
to the cum shot. As a result, such material comes across as completely inauthentic and 
unsatisfying. Such content, more often than not, barely has time to establish a story or 
even a context or relationship between the people in the video and so, consequently, is 
often just random, anonymous people going at it. (Being a patriarchially dominated 
activity, as Filmed pornography is, most often this is some straight cis man Fucking some 
straight cis woman. Cis just means “not trans” so no need to get offended.) This is a most 
unedifying spectacle devoid of any sort of imagination and, if you watch enough of it ina 
row, it all literally blurs into one homogenous mass of empty, meaningless nothing. This 
is because most of this pornography is lame, dull, insipid crap, using the same actors and 
made in the same way in the same places over and over again, which neither inspires nor 
educates the sexual imagination. (But then why would it? Like fast Food, its all about the 
Benjamins!) Yet when | started watching Madison Young being trained by their master, 
Mr Mogul (who, it turns out, was their partner at the time the video was made and is now 
their husband and the father of their two children), what | Found was both magnetically 
Fascinating to watch but also totally inspiring performance art that was wholly 
educational (to me, at least). Watching Madison being trained (which | watched as an 
actual proper film with real characters and a story in it, something about a real 
relationship with both meaning and stakes which enhanced the value of the whole), | 
suddenly realised exactly what bondage, BDSM and even pornography itself was really all 


about. What a gift to give someone through your work! Thank you Madison! 


Now | am not a total stranger to what we might call “educative pornography” nor, 


indeed, to pornography that has standards and that aims to stimulate and even expand 
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the sexual imagination. | think, for example, of the very transgressive book I've read a 
couple of times, Lost Girls, by writing legend Alan Moore, with artwork provided by his 
equally talented wife, Melinda Gebbie. Here is an absolutely filthy, lascivious and 
boundary-breaking pornographic tale which is simultaneously beautiful, artistic and 
authentic: genuine literature. One might call this story, which contains scenes of incest, 
bestiality and sexual coercion, besides the free sharing of innocent love in a typically 
well researched and well written tale, delicious. Moore and Gebbie, in creating their 
pornographic art, want to involve that muscle between the ears that all too many 
pornographers, in their rush to the bank, seem to forget even exists: the mind, the 
imagination. Madison Young, in creating their pornographic, deeply erotic and somatic 
art (with a hat tip to their collaborator and lover Mr Mogul as well), seemingly wants to 
do this too. That’s why, as a result, I’ve also watched more queer and lesbian movies (not 
just scenes, actual whole movies that Madison has directed!) than I’ve ever watched 
before too as a further consequence. Pornography, so we learn from both Moore and 
Gebbie and from Young and Mogul, can be ART, can be THOUGHTFUL, can be 
IMAGINATIVE, can be the documentation of a performance of something REAL and 
GENUINE and AUTHENTIC. It can document moments in reality rather than half- 
heartedly and unthinkingly constructing the Fake. It doesn’t have to be either formulaic 
slop produced to no educative or meaningful standards for another dollar or two or the 
coercive activity of nefarious people out to Fuck as many people on camera as they can 


For shallow and ugly bragging rights. (These people know who they are.) 


Its Fair to say, then, that when this occurred | was totally overdosing on Madison Young. 
I've now watched several of their films (both those they performed in and those they 


wrote and directed), I've listened to them talk in podcasts and I’ve read things they have 
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written. So much was | “overdosing”, in fact, that | Found myself unable to do anything 
else but immerse myself in the thought, art and ideas of this remarkable person. 
Anything else | began | had to give up in order to go back to more Madison Young. Being 
both a thinking and a sexual person myself, | experienced it as an utter joy to Find 
someone of sexual substance in a similar way (this might also mean “of sexual 
imagination” or “of sexual authenticity” as well) and | have drunk greedily From this well | 


discovered in the desert. 


But, of course, since | am also this thinking person that must involve meaning, 
authenticity and some kind of ethical understanding in what | do, this leads to a lot of 
questions. A start is made here by noting that Madison Young refers to what they have 
been doing for over twenty years now as “Feminist porn” and this description of it seems 
problematic in a world in which there are “Feminists” who hate and detest porn and wish 
to see it wiped off the Face of the earth entirely. For such “Feminists”, pornography is all 
uniformly degrading, coercive and degenerate and leads to descriptions of it such as 
those given, in the past, by people like Andrea Dworkin which describe women in porn as 
“meat to Fuck” and as the one sort of person in porn who has no agency and should have 
no agency as porn, in this understanding, is all about re-enacting patriarchal control. Yet 
another comparison anti-porn feminists have made in the past, articulating their own 
view, is between the images that came out of the Iraqi torture camp at Abu Ghraib and 
exactly the bondage material Madison Young, and other performers, were Filming at the 
San Francisco Armory building then owned by kink.com for whom Young once worked 
extensively. Those making such comparisons, however, seem to have entirely missed that 
those really being tortured in the past in Abu Ghraib had no choice in the matter, 


something that was a factor in their actual torture as they were actual prisoners held 
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against their will. Bondage models like Young, however, are engaged in their activities 
entirely because they have willingly - and in Young's case, clearly enthusiastically - 
volunteered. Bondage, so | learned from watching and listening to Madison Young, is all 
about the participant’s choice to partake in such a relationship, willingly and voluntarily 
as a matter of their desire. It is exactly about agency and autonomy and free association. 
These two activities, actual torture and BDSM, are, thus, motivated in entirely opposite 
ways. They are not remotely the same thing and this comparison is False, superficial and 


ridiculous. 


The relevance of all this, and similar anti-porn Feminism, to the work of Madison Young is 
that if there are feminists who think of porn this way whilst still being Feminists then 
what is the use of the term “Feminist” in terms of the porn they have produced? Let me 
say here that, in terms of the porn Young has directed, it is anything but depicting 
women as “meat to Fuck” or as the passive objects of male control. (No “boss exploits 
compliant secretary” or “father punishes disobedient daughter with anal” here!) Young, 
it must be admitted, has themselves appeared in more mainstream porn scenes in the 
past where they were the nominal agencyless ass to be used by men but even there | 
think | could sense they were trying to make more of it than the unimaginative scripts 
and mainstream direction where going for - and it is notable of ANY of Young's 
performances that they insist on being totally authentic in the sex that they have, 
refusing to be Fake for the cameras. This, in Fact, is much how Young describes their 
“Feminist porn” when asked about it. They describe it as being something performer- 
centric, about performer choice in the sex they have, with whom, how, and in what 
circumstances. It is Fundamentally about authenticity and documentation in the 


presentation of sexual contexts and circumstances rather than being a prefabricated 
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cash grab or exploitative situation. “Feminism”, as Young seems to use it in relation to 
her pornography, is about agency and authenticity, about choice in what goes on and 
how, about showing genuine sex and real interactions and orgasms between performers 
who have discussed what they want from it. Yet, in that, it seems entirely opposed to the 
Feminist anti-porn understanding of porn in a way that becomes confusing when both 


can claim the label “Feminist” at the same time. 


| think there are a couple of things here. First of all, and obviously so if you reflect on it 
at all, all porn is not remotely the same. It encompasses everything from the worst, most 
shallow, degrading and hateful misogynistic abuse you can imagine (about which even 
anti-porn feminists have a point) to entirely educative, uplifting and imaginative 
performance art. In between there is a large filling of the dull and insipid crap I've 
already referenced but there is also lots of niche and largely benign material that’s just 
there doing what it does without much thought. So its equally a lie to say that all porn is 
art as it is to say that all porn is misogyny and about women as meat to Fuck. We need, 
consequently, to become much more nuanced in how we talk about porn or the ideas 
that inform it or that are being reproduced or presented within it. The material shared, 
for example, by Andrew Tate or James Deen is not the same as that produced by 
Madison Young and neither is it coming from the same place or being informed by the 
same ideas. (One is strongly tempted to say here that its actually an intellectual crime to 
classify such things together in any way at all.) Young, for example, argues that “All sex is 
political” and consequently puts pornography into a political and ethical (and queer and 
authentic) space whereas we can equally imagine others who simply see dollar signs in 
the exploitation of (mostly) women and their bodies (and perhaps even their own bodies 


as people who have become willing “fast Food”). So the First point here is: pornography is 
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not one category of material, one group of media which is all the same. We need to ask 
after its political and ethical meaning and consequences, about what it is trying to do, 


what it is For and how and why it is made. 


My second point then follows on from this and it is to critique Young's use of the term 
“Feminist” for their porn and to suggest a more appropriate term: anarchist. As you may 
already have gathered, the term “feminist” has largely lost all meaning For me — and that 
because how can a term continue to be used when people with diametrically opposed 
views also use it? (This also extends, in another area, to the example of “Feminists” who 
insist that to be Feminist is to be anti-trans whereas other “Feminists” insist that to be 
Feminist is to be pro-trans.) To the outsider this all simply comes across as a mess, an 
ideological haystack with no prospect of ever finding the needle. This thing is Feminist 


but other Feminists are totally against it in any Form? How does that work? 


Yet this problem is not simply Madison Young's For | believe the values they articulate 
behind their use of the term are entirely on point. Its just that “Feminist” has now 
become a description used in so many contradictory ways that it is becoming empty or 
useless as a result. (There are porn industry “feminists”, for example, who seem to 
simply want to be just as big of an asshole as several very non-Feminist men in porn and 
so if this can be called “Feminism” — being an asshole with a pussy instead of a dick — then 
how useful is this term anymore?) Therefore, | think “anarchist” is a better term (I did 
actually find one written place Young referred to herself as this too) and describes all 
the ideas of choice, agency and authenticity that Young means when they say “feminist” 
and that they have wanted to present in their pornography and their performances in 


the past. | am sure, however, that “feminist porn” still holds some meaning as a 
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description for Young themselves as they still seem to use this description habitually in 
various media appearances but for me they are much more like an example of a modern 
Emma Goldman (a person | have studied at length and who made me an anarchist free 
spirit), an anarchist and not simply a Feminist (Goldman called herself anarchist and 
distinguished herself from more mainstream “feminists” such as those who wanted 
votes for women), who stands for freedom, authenticity, agency, artistry, in the 
production of their work and the living of their life. They want people to be free to 
express themselves From their own will and desire, to become expression and desire 


unbound (which is ironic!) just, in Fact, as Goldman did before them. 


Madison Young, in my mind, is like Emma Goldman in another way too - and | saw this in 
Young whilst watching their bondage videos working with Mr Mogul. For the First time | 
saw both the voluntariness and the commitment involved in bondage, the intimate, 
trusting, even loving, relationship Young and Mogul developed and expressed in and 
through the videos. From the outside, and disconnected from the internal workings of 
what was going on on the screen, one might imagine this as cold, distant, cruel, a simple 
power game in which, perhaps, pain and control and being extreme for the sake of it 
were the point — just more empty spectacle. This, | now think, is to utterly misunderstand 
it For, in these videos, Mogul (often with a whip or cane in his hand to switch Madison's 
pert pink behind) is not making Madison Young do anything. In these videos Madison 
Young is volunteering to do everything, to serve in whatever way is demanded of them, 
to be punished and corrected as necessary, to be trained into an intimate relationship 
taking place in an educative and authentic space, to absorb all the pain and contextualise 


it as THEY deem necessary. They are wanting to totally open themselves up to genuine 
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expression. It is sex, yes, and they are Fucked several times by several men over the 


course of the videos, but to appreciate it only at that level is to miss so much. 


| saw in this series of videos that | watched something like | appreciated of Emma 
Goldman in reading of her life and loves as one who stood for “Free love” - meaning love 
that women could direct For themselves as to with whom and in what circumstances and 
with how many it was with (Goldman was all about a woman's - actually a person's - 
direction and use of their own sexuality much as | see now in the work of Young). But it 
was also an intimate love, a love all about relationship, communication, authenticity, 
honesty, openness. Emma Goldman's love was an anarchist love and broke beyond 
morality and custom without Fear and in Madison Young’s art, writing and speaking | see 
that love too, a love of intimacy, authenticity and agency that’s about sex and eroticism 
and bodies. | saw it so much, in Fact, that | was watching Madison Young’s bondage 
movies with tears in my eyes, recognising the utter reality and complete authenticity | 
was seeing laid bare before me. (And, yes, | was wishing | could ever have experienced a 
hundredth of that depth and kind of feeling in my own life.) | have written an awful lot 
about “anarchist authenticity” in my time - and here it was in rope-bound Flesh before 


me! 


After several days of this Madison Young-a-thon | was frankly exhausted and sexually 
changed in terms of my conception of sexuality - For a door had now been opened to 
including bondage and BDSM understandings of sexual relationship within it and almost 
as a paradigm for a new understanding of sexuality, and its relationships, itself. (Is the 
authenticity and commitment of bondage sex now my paradigm of anarchist sex, | ask 


myself?) Consequently, | have so many new thoughts in my head. | am as one who has 
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received a revelation from God and who now lies, exhausted, on the floor, unable to 
move, overwhelmed by the feelings and information they have received, all of which 
needs to be processed and which stuns you over and over again. | am profoundly and 
ecstatically grateful that Madison Young exists, has done the work they have done in 
exactly the authentic way they have done it, and that | was Fortunate enough to stumble 
upon it quite by accident. | intend, as and when | can, to watch, listen and learn even 
more. Thank you Madison Young. Thank you for being you and doing what only you could 
have done. You have touched me deeply without ever even meeting me. All love and 


peace and strength to you! 


Yet, in coming back finally to my point here with this autobiographical example, what 
have | shown in and through it? That if you try to remain open about things, you can 
change - For nothing here is Fixed or has to stay the same. The situation of sexuality, a 
matter of an understanding, imagination and ideas, is as Fluid as you will allow it to be. A 
BDSM hater can suddenly become someone opened to new sexual experience and 
understanding by it. All you need do is see things in a new and different way. (This point, 
| imagine, also relates to everything about sexuality and gender in general as well.) And 


that is something that is very much worth learning and educating yourself about. 


All this reflection, in the light of the bondage performances and sexuality discussed and 
displayed by Madison Young, leads to a Further point | have to make here in regard to 
pornography, a now mainstream economic activity of human kind worth billions of 
whatever currency it is you use every year that is, of course, inherently sexual. Indeed, so 
mainstream is pornography, and so enabled has it become by modern technology 


(primarily the Internet), that now even regular women with regular jobs go home in 
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order to make “extra cash” by means of sexual performances or media broadcast to the 
world in general (everything From hardcore public Fucking to more tasteful “try on” 
videos acceptable to You Tube guidelines). This is in addition to now increasingly more 
legacy forms of pornographic publishing of images and films made by pornographic 


publishing companies and Film makers. 


A point that immediately arises however, not least reflecting on not just the work of 
Madison Young but her activism about and around it, is how fake, unrealistic, 
exploitative and straightforwardly unsexy a lot of porn these people make actually is. 
You don't have to look very far in a porn worker's social media Feed, for example, to Find 
cases of porn workers who think that some porn company has exploited them or 
underpaid them or mistreated them. You don’t have to go much further to find 
accusations of rape or of performers or directors pushing others on the shoot further 
than they had either agreed or indicated they wanted to go. In other cases you see such 
sex workers issuing pleas that co-workers on porn shoots should never assume that 
others they work with might want to Fuck them outside the confines of the contracted 
period for which they are being paid. In all such comments even the casual observer gets 
a Flavour of what is going on in and around the sex industry and what issues concern 
such sex workers and we should, of course, imagine that porn shoots and porn work are 


like any other, that they will involve some decent people but also complete assholes. 


The same applies to the newer kind of sex work in the 21* century that is camming from 
home or making media at home to share for money on particular websites. Here, of 
course, one can be sexual much more safely (in that it need involve no one but you or 


those you have especially chosen or vetted or are friends with) and that is always to be 
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welcomed but, to say the least, | myself have serious doubts about the quality of a lot of 
this material which often smacks of economic desperation a lot more than it does of 
seduction or arousal. The issue, of course, is MONEY and the major problem with any 
pornography, in modern context, is that its motivated by money a lot more often than its 
motivated by getting off. We see this both in the phenomenon of performers being 
pushed to do things they don’t want to do in videos made by professional porn 
companies as much as we do in individuals on sites like Only Fans or Fansly who charge 
subscription Fees but then make any actual substantial material subject to further, one 
off, charges (i.e. PPV), essentially scamming the subscriber into subscribing only to then 
demand further charges in order to actually see anything worthwhile. No one is paying 
you $10 a month to see a photo of you in a bikini or even Fully dressed. They subscribed 
expecting to see the video of you you've now sent to people in a DM for a further $20! 
Again, the sex industry is like any other: there will be decent people and there will be 
lots of scammers and exploiters. The context of capitalism itself skews transactions and 


relationships in the Favour of some sort of producer-consumer exploitation. 


But its pornography itself as a subject that | really want to address here, these former 
quibbles to one side. | must say that after watching an increasing number of the videos 
of Madison Young engaged in bondage and BDSM, hearing her speak and reading her 
words, and then delving deeper into other bondage videos, it has had a measurable 
effect on how | view other kinds of pornography and even pornography generally now. 
As an overall point here I’d say that my eyes have been opened even more than they 
previously were (and | was hardly totally naive before) to the total fakery of the vast 
majority of it. | Find myself increasingly unable to take any of its Fake setups, badly acted 


pretence and poorly adhered to scenarios seriously. Believability, and getting into any 


25 


scenario that is presented, is surely crucial for any effective pornography but its hard to 
do that when even the actors or makers of the video can barely disguise the Fact they are 
pretending or not enjoying it or going through the motions. It doesn’t help, either, when 
you have a setup like “mother/son”, for example, but where its obvious the people are 
the same age! IF you who are making this video don’t care enough to commit to the 
Fantasy you are presenting at even a basic level, then why should I, the viewer, do so 
either? This is why the videos of Madison Young have affected me so for she does not 
fake orgasms or pretend to be feeling a way she is not. Once you've seen authenticity in 
sexuality then it is difficult, if not impossible, to settle For anything less ever again — For 
the real exposes the Fake every time. And that’s how I’ve found porn viewing after 
watching Madison Young too. In fact, now | can’t really watch it much at all. It has 
become evacuated of meaning and value because its overwhelmingly as Fake as the Only 
Fans girl who tweets to ask if you’d fuck her when everyone knows very well she has 
absolutely no intention of Fucking you at all. Its just sales talk. Its as fake as the Fuck you 


are never going to get. Its relational pretence For imagined Financial gain. 


This is, in Fact, also why most Only Fans type material is, and continues to be, a non-event 
For me. Those who actually give any indication of actually enjoying what they do there 
seems minimal to me. It is just another bandwagon for a certain kind of person to ride 
hoping to gain popularity and some of that money we are all told we need to make to 
survive. But commerce is not sexy and unenthusiastic or desperate commerce is even 
less so. This highlights my problem with pornography overall in Fact: its a product, its 
commerce, its artificial. It has no imagination, no commitment, no authenticity, no sexual 
enthusiasm and no sexual reality to key into. Its just people making a buck by Fucking 


something or exposing something. Why is that sexy? Why should | find anything 
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enjoyable in that? Its fair to say that, Post-Madison, | now have an increasing 
pornography problem. That problem is not that | watch too much of it or am addicted to 
it but that | have seen through it and now find it increasingly worthless. There may be an 
authentic needle somewhere in this haystack of inauthenticity and commercial 
exploitation (Madison Young herself has certainly been one) but who has the time or 
energy or simple will to Find it? Fuck pornography! Give me something | can believe in, be 


stimulated by (in mind and body) and that requires some imagination. Or Forget it. 


| move onto my next point you need to know now, as an introduction to this book, and it 
is in regards to my early sexual experiences which were naive and possibly premature — 
although, on reflection, | wouldn’t have it any other way. | was introduced to sexuality as 
a child in very naive games with neighbouring kids (boys and girls) who were friends and 
acquaintances which involved exploration of naked bodies (the game “doctors and 
nurses” may mean something to somebody and, judging by the responses of our parents 
when they found out, clearly meant something other to them than it did to us naive and 
innocent kids playing it at age 8 and 9) without any “adult” context for such things 
whatsoever. Maybe a year or so later, a teenage babysitter, who was herself clearly 
someone with sexual impulses of her own (I hesitate to imagine why or give motivation 
For her actions as | never actually knew them), would engage especially me (as the older 
sibling of my Family) in sexual games while we were alone together which involved 
touching and, as | now realise, arousal. This is where | first saw, and experienced, more 
mature sexual organs for the first time. A couple of years later | had a same sex 
encounter with a boy of similar age in which we very innocently rubbed our penises 
against each other in silence For no other reason than that it Felt good to do it. A couple 


of years after that, now around 15, | would find myself behind a sofa with a naked 14 
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year old girl who was my first girlfriend and on the point of inserting my penis inside her. 
However, Fear of consequences got the better of her and she said she thought it would 
be better not to do it (completely without protection as it was going to be). I, of course, 
acceded to her wishes without argument as the point of sexuality seems to be entirely 
negated in the act of forcing or coercing someone, anyone, to do something sexual they 
aren’t enthusiastic about themselves. How could one enjoy sex, | thought as | would still 
today, if the other person isn’t into it? It is the ultimate buzzkill. And then, finally, there 
were the times I, as a teenager of 15 or 16, engaged in cross-dressing practices, wearing 
pink trousers and a skirt out in public (which earned insults in the context of my 
otherwise male presentation) and Fully dressing female for dinner whilst on a school trip 


(which earned me a teacher's reprimand and being confined to my room). 


It is important to note here that in all these adolescent and even pre-adolescent 
experimentations and engagements in sexual play none of these experiences were 
labelled by me as anything. They were experiences of sensations wonderfully devoid of 
interpretation or classification and existing in a land of innocence where no one would 
ever imagine anything was going on for which someone could be blamed. That, of 
course, is my interpretation and is certainly not as everyone else might see it. But, 
Frankly, Fuck them. Don’t | get to decide what my own experiences meant and involved? | 
think | do and this has become important to me, as a consequence, in my more adult 


understanding of sex, especially in the area of consent. 


In Fact, | have come to think that sex is not actually about “consent” at all (for this is the 
shallow Fool’s legalistic conception of things) but the much more important concept of 


AGENCY. Sex | imagine to be an egoistic activity that is about the creation of pleasure 
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and fulfillment of desire - and that whether alone or in tandem with others. It is not 
about the very liberal construction “consent” because consent is something (on occasion 
very easily) coercible and sex, so | suggest, should not be about what can be coerced or 
manipulated out of someone: this is then a false construction of what sexually relating 
even is. In this consent is like law and not justice in that it tries to codify something into a 
procedure that is in reality more amorphous and dynamic, more about educated internal 
ethics than authoritarian external control. Consent, then, can be coerced, tricked, 
manipulated, its something you can steal and then throw down on the table as a 
justification. But agency, a property of | myself which comes from my own desire, cannot 
be so coerced. It is something which only and always comes from me, starts with me, 
remains in and about me. It is my direct action and the activity of a unique ego not 
beholden to any law or morality — and so it is beyond good and evil and is not a matter of 
public judgment. Ideally, this ego is constantly being self-educated in order to make the 


best and most appropriate (most desired) decisions but it is not a deal breaker if it is not. 


Ideally, then, what we seek is educated people of agency who act positively on their own 
behalf and in their own interests (including, of course, in relation with others) rather 
than people bound to an inadequate notion of “consent” which becomes a coercible 
green light to be used in public disputes about admissible or inadmissible actions taken 
in a legalistic context. Consent is about who is in the right and who not in a context of 
publicly adjudicated rights and wrongs; agency, however, says “I am the law” and makes 
each responsible for their own actions and their reasons as beings with their own 
independent notions of virtue and honour, self-responsible and self-actualising people 
who define and decide their own paths. My point here is that we should educate people, 


including very young people and not least sexually, such that they become people of 
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agency who cannot be coerced and in whom consent cannot be manufactured. We need to 
create independently-minded, selfF-thinking people with their own sexual agency. | get 
this, primarily | think, From my egoist anarchist roots if you need a reference For it. (Read 
yourself some Stirner, Nietzsche, Goldman and Armand for the details here which my 


own explanation has only been my own footnotes to.) 


Mention of Emma Goldman and E. Armand in Fact brings me to the next thing you need 
to know about me, the relationship | regard sex as having with love and sex as a matter 
of love. OF course, in saying that, and to head off the immediately obvious question at 
the pass, | do not mean to say that | think people cannot have either spontaneous or 
planned loveless sex if they wish to. In granting people agency, autonomy and free 
association, the ability to self-organise their lives, it is not for me to set out genuine and 
non-genuine reasons why people might Fuck. Why people Fuck is, and always should be, a 
matter for them. What | am saying though, in this autobiographical section of my book 
which is about my own sex confessions in order to orientate you to where | am coming 
From in my presentation in the remainder of its contents, is that | associate sex with love 
and so with love-making. Perhaps, these days, its a bit old Fashioned to think of sex as 
“lLove-making” but | concede without shame that that description of it means something 
to me. Of course, this is not then to delineate what love must be (for example, in terms 
of its permanence, concurrence, or object) but it is to say that when we open ourselves 
up to one another in such bodily intimate ways | do not personally regard it as usually 
either a trivial or cheap activity and | do regard it as, in some sense, a matter of “love- 


making” or mutually beneficial pleasure-creating. 
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Now you can make love, at least as | am trying to understand this, with a person just once 
or you can do it thousands of times over many decades. What matters for me, | think, is 
the sincerity, honesty and openness with which you do it. Sex, in this context, is then 
about care as well as desire, about a whole person and bodily unions created through 
physical actions of love and pleasure, and so the creating of bonds and relationships, 
however brief or short-lived, through sexual experimentation and play. It is not, or, in 
ethical context, should not, be an activity of coercion, exploitation or manipulation. It 
aims to build up, validate and invigorate rather than to hurt, abuse or destroy. | do not 
call this a selfless activity — For it is intimately bound up with the care of the self — but in 
its often social context it is about caring and loving relationship, an entirely voluntary 
loving union of egos using all the bodily expression and passion of which we are capable. 


| hope this point is understood. 


Another point | now want to make in this confession is one about nudity — about which | 
Feel quite strongly after reading the anarchist E. Armand on the subject. His view was 
that nudity is a “revolutionary” act, an act that literally defrocks us of the social statuses 
in which we are usually mired (things which are often signified or reinforced by clothing). 
How could you take the monarch, judge or police officer seriously, for example, if they 
were naked? Armand also questions the extremely dubious and thoroughly moralising 
notion that there are more and less shameful parts of the human body. Humorously, it is 
often noted, for example, that the Victorians insisted a woman's ankles be covered (l 
don’t actually know if this is historically true or not but its certainly a myth in the 
collective consciousness) due to the possibility to become aroused by them. Especially 
women’s bodies are regularly regarded to have areas that should remain covered at all 


times in this regard and, for all people, showing the pubic region is regarded as totally 
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taboo in many countries — although the most ire is reserved For the penis, a thing which 
definitely must not be shown in company or without consent. (The Cambridge economist 
and feminist Dr Victoria Bateman has campaigned, and continues to campaign, on this 
issue, her Naked Feminism highlighting how women are not taken seriously if they 
appear to the public as “immodest”. She sees this as a form of moralising control of 
women, a requirement that their bodies and sexuality be controlled if they wish to be 


taken seriously. This is, of course, simple patriarchy.) 


I, | must admit, Find all this absolutely ridiculous. | am not saying, of course, that nudity 
should be forced onto people unwilling to experience it but | am saying that the morality 
and ideology that disdains the naked body is pathetic and deliberately controlling (and 
possibly destructive of an open and educated sexuality, making sexuality itself more 
surreptitious and dangerous as a result). What does it say about us as a species that we 
are ashamed of our own bodies, that our sexuality (in terms of those parts especially 
associated with it) is to be kept covered so that we can imagine it doesn’t exist? What 


does all this hiding achieve except to stoke the desire to uncover, reveal, even expose, it? 


We live in a world now awash with sexual currency (not least the nudity of other people 
that has often simply been stolen and shared without the knowledge of those with 
whom it originated) where, in some spaces, nudity is now unavoidable. Yet, in other 
places, a suffocating hypocrisy is the order of the day and sexuality, nudity and sexual 
interest in bodies are all regarded as base, animalistic, uncontrolled, lascivious and 
morally beyond the pail. We seem as a society completely unable and unwilling to 
address the naked human body in a sensible and uncontroversial way — especially around 


children who are actually those most unconcerned about it since they have not yet been 
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burdened with adult shame. The body, so it seems, must always be made either an object 
of desire or an object of moral censure rather than simply being our common shape and 
Form (in all the diversity a human body can manifest). We can’t, it seems, just accept that 
we all have very similar bodies that, give or take an inch or two or a curve here and there, 
are very much and comparatively the same. There seems no place in many societies 
around the world, several stuck in a controlling puritanism, For uncontroversial, and not 
at all necessarily sexual, nudity. (Although, as Armand himself raises, why should even 


sexuality be controversial unless we are dealing with it immaturely or repressively?) 


A case that comes to mind here, in Fact, refers back, once again, to Madison Young who, 
when she had her first child, posed For a photo breastfeeding her. A sex worker, of all 
people, then responded on social media by calling Young a pedophile due to her 
association with sex work, an association she seemingly could not disentangle From any 
photo of her (whilst also noting that, in her view, only “pedophiles” would be interested 
in seeing it). Young responded to this that she had not, in her view, posted a sexual 
photo (a view which separates individual images of Young from what she does in her life) 
but that if the commenter saw the photo as sexual (Young was wearing a dress in the 
photo, her breast exposed) then that was on her. Having seen the photo myself, | Find it 
bizarre it would be seen as sexual to begin with but it illustrates that, where bodies are 
concerned, and especially when exposed, people — and even sex workers — are always 
ready to sexualise them even where those who are naked are not. Sexual nakedness is 


then a context and whether it applies or not is open to interpretation. 


Now, as a further commentary on this point about nudity, | also happen to have a loose 


relationship with a middle-aged woman who has fairly large breasts and a liking for 
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exhibitionism. She is not a slut and her regular nudity does not mean she is looking For 
casual sex on every possible occasion — including when she is nude in public. (She often 
has to point this out ad nauseam to ignorant people online who assume everything 
simply because she posts very teasing pics of outdoor nudity, something they regard as 
advertising For sex.) This woman simply enjoys nudity and the possibility For being seen 
naked outdoors. It does not mean she has loose morals, wants to Fuck or seduce anyone 
or anything or is engaged in the sexualisation of people as a matter of course. When she 
is not nude, in Fact, she is a mother and a regular worker at a Fairly normal warehouse 
job. She is obviously not naked there as she, like any socially adjusted person, realises 
that she lives in a society where clothing is not usually optional. But in her own time, and 
her own garden or on nature hikes or beach visits, she takes a different view and likes to 
enjoy uncontroversial nudity, as she sees it, without that necessarily meaning its all 
about sex with anyone. She does, of course, also enjoy sex but she reserves the right to 
be sexual when she wants to be and in circumstances she determines - and not simply 


because she is naked. 


| very much approve of this and see in her a model of what could be an educated, 
sensible and uncontroversial attitude to nudity which is not based on it being used in a 
necessarily sexual way but in which we can all enjoy the Fact we have bodies as we want 
to without shame or puritanical moralising in regard to either seeing them or them being 
seen. Consequently, | think we need to educate people about bodies a lot more, to 
demystify them and destroy the controlling moralisation of them. We need to make 
them, once more, matters of our own self-responsible agency, not disgusting things but 
uncontroversial things, things to be used with care but also for pleasure, always taking 


care not to force them on others yet neither regarding it as either an assault or a 
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disgrace if we should see one. In short, we need to grow the Fuck up about nudity and 


decouple it from that authoritarian control of the body in which it is now mired. 


My next point is then about something | have certainly learned during my own curious 
sexual journey. It was, in Fact, something | learned during a 5 month relationship with my 
last sexual partner of note, a woman who had very strong Feelings in regard to sexual 
exclusivity. In brief, it was her view, which I’m sure is not an uncommon view, that if you 
were in a sexual relationship with her (in traditional parlance, if you were boyfriend and 
girlfriend) then you were expected to Find all your sexual Fulfillment and desire centred 
on her and her alone. Finding it in any other way, or in any other person, was, in effect, 
regarded as a betrayal or, which is perhaps worse, as marking her as a failure and 
incapable of being such a singular object of desire. (In Fact, and in the end, the person 
concerned simply decided after we had parted that I was “a bad person” in that | refused 
to operate on such a basis. In other words, she decided I’d not been “good enough” for 
her, including her standard of relationships — and that even though she had recorded 


herself quite genuinely calling me a “Fantastic lover” For a song | was making.) 


Now the thing | realised during those 5 months is that | simply don’t agree with this at 
all. | stayed awake in bed with this woman all night several times simply talking about 
how | saw sexual relationships and how she did, often saying things | thought were 
honest, from my perspective (honesty is good, right?), but which were effectively ending 
the relationship | was in even as | said them. For example, she asked me who the hottest 
person I'd ever Fucked was: | didn’t say her. | didn’t say her because | thought it was true 
I'd Fucked somebody hotter than her. It didn’t mean | didn’t want to be with her, and only 


her, there and then. But it seems even imagining someone you previously Fucked is 
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hotter, even if that is firmly in the past and done and you are there, naked and willing, 
beside the person you want to love and give pleasure to, is to make a mistake. In her 


case, you had to think her the hottest person imaginable or you were at fault. 


As regards monogamy, to further address the specific point I’m making here, my 
reasoning in these bedtime discussions was both quite simple and quite logical. | was 
asked if | thought lovers should stick to one person and | replied not. When asked why | 
replied with a question: What is it that any lover will always be and which they cannot do 
anything about? The answer, if you haven't got it already, is “themselves”. Any lover, no 
matter who they are or how good they are, has a hard boundary: they can only be 
themselves. Thus, so this question and answer illustrates, what any lover lacks is the 
variety of simply being another or different person. And there’s nothing anyone, neither 
you nor me, can do about that. We can only ever be ourselves For good or bad. And if you 
value variety (and why wouldn’t you?) that makes monogamy (or monandry) impossible. 
This answer, of course, was not acceptable to my then partner (with whom | also 
discussed threesomes to at least her curious interest and although she couldn’t refute 
my just explained logic) but she did help me to vocalise an understanding about myself 
I'd obviously been carrying around sub-consciously. Why would you limit yourself to 
sexual experience with one person when everyone is different and there’s a possible 
world of experience to enjoy with a wide variety of different people? (The point here, as 
| hope this book will make obvious, is that polyamorous relationships create a politically 


different world, a politically different world people are schooled to resist.) 


In short, then, my attitude is one of personal agency and free association, a “When I’m 


not with you, its not your problem” kind of sexual attitude and, of course, | extend the 
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same self-responsible free agency in matters sexual to anyone else as | would expect 
them extended to me. This does not mean, as some might suggest, that | share out one 
set of Feelings between whoever and however many, watering down the passion or 
intensity as a result. Rather, it means | Focus Fully on what is in Front of me and give that, 
and those people, my all every time. And, if push comes to shove, the variety is more 
important to me sexually than any one person could ever be. For they can only ever be 
themselves, one thing — even if that is spectacular. (The woman referenced here was, in 
Fact, very good and slightly kinky but she had no sexual confidence unless told she was 
the be all and end all. Yet, For me at least, she wasn’t because no one could be. And | had 
to say that regardless of consequences. She’s now happily married with a Family so | can 
only assume she Found someone to tell her what she wanted to hear. Good for her.) 
Thus, | see this as a matter of sexual proclivity and of being the sort of person who 
doesn’t regard sexual relationship as a matter of exclusivity or rights or special privileges 
but of freedom to associate sexually with who one will without jealousy or 
possessiveness. | concede that, for many, this would take a great deal of work to achieve 


as it runs contrary to our monogamous social programming. 


This leads me to my next, and final, point which is a point about “the androgyne’”. In 
establishing the knowledge base for my research for this book | downloaded over 200 
pieces of literature, many of these Fully-Fledged books of several hundred pages each. 
One of these pieces of literature was an academic article about androgyny as “the pagan 
sexual ideal” by one Peter Jones, then a Professor of New Testament in California. (The 
article was actually found in a rather bizarre place, an edition of the Journal of the 
Evangelical Theological Society, a major academic journal of largely American Evangelical 


scholarship. Consequently, the conservative author is aware that in writing about 
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paganism and androgyny — and even homosexuality — his readership is “Bible-believing 
scholars”, of which he is one, but the article is informative nevertheless, in positive and 
negative senses.) This essay, first published in 2000, starts out badly when it compares 
“the ancient pagan Sodomites pounding at the door of Lot’s house” with “the modern 
gay movement” (this is at least distasteful as a comparison — if not simply outrageous — 
as said “Sodomites” are depicted as sexually violent and coercive in Genesis — suggesting 
that “the modern gay movement” is too) and it gets no better when, only a Few pages 
later, “the gay life-style” is impugned as “an unfortunate moral aberration” and the 
Sodomites with which the paper began (and so the gay movement with which the author 
explicitly compared them) are regarded as biblical symbols for “pagan idolatry... moral 


disintegration and... divine judgment”. 


What this paper has to say becomes more interesting (and less dogmatically ignorant as 
is the conservative Christian's way), however, when the author manages to recognise 
that “spiritual transformation (that is, in this context, primarily by those described as 
‘pagan’) is always proposed by way of a radical recalibration of our perceptions of 
sexuality”. This leads our author to propose that “IF everything is indeed political, as the 
radicals often proclaim, everything is also spiritual, and thus the spiritual is also sexual.” | 
would not dispute the claim the author makes here whilst Further asking him why he 
thinks it is that those wanting to reinterpret the spiritual always necessarily seem to 
want to “recalibrate” sexuality as an integral part of that. My suggestion in regard to this 
is both simple and obvious: it is because sexuality is perhaps that aspect of being human 
that those setting themselves up as spiritual authorities (if not simply political ones) 
most want to control. Thus, to break out of this control, in this of all places, one is Forced 


to have to rethink it — which inevitably leads to new constructions of sexuality and new 


38 


imagination in regard to sexual relationships and practices which are bound to disturb 
conservatives everywhere (i.e. the kind of people like Jones here who, in his “Bible- 
believing” way, imagines we only exist on his own God’s recognisance and essentially as 
his puppets and playthings. Thus, we have no agency, value or meaning apart from this 
dogmatically constructed and forced relationship, like a sex slave in someone's 
basement, and our lives are essentially not our own. Its worth reminding ourselves here 
that the word for people construed as contradicting God is “heretic” which precisely 
means “one who chooses” their own way instead of that designated God’s way. The 
issue, consequently, is, always has been, and always will be, control of our ability to 


choose). 


The author’s argument in this paper, which, as | say, was found in a conservative 
theological journal, is that a modern Form of paganism (one constantly hears these days, 
perhaps in validation of this, that various people regard themselves as “witches” or 
dabble in tarot cards or more vague and often syncretistic mysticisms), the “gay 
movement” and “philosophical postmodernism” (the sort of thing the very gay and 
sexually reinterpretive Michel Foucault once engaged in) are combining or coalescing to 
present a new (and certainly anti-conservative) vision of the human being as ideally 
androgynous, something Jones here regards as something of a pagan religious 
archetype. This is based, in Jones’ recitation, on the primary pagan principle that “one 
principle defines and unites all of reality”, the expression of a Form of monism. (Thus, 
one consequence of this the conservative evangelical Christian is bound to despise is 
that everything is eventually nothing more than individual expressions of the same 
thing. “All intellectual and moral roads lead to Rome”, etc.) This can be combined with 


various thought and ideas — from “gnostic” ideas of divine sparks or seeds in each one of 
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us to Jungian descriptions of the self as “a circle whose centre is everywhere and whose 
circumference is nowhere” — to produce what are at least non-traditional and non- 


conservative pictures of the human being and of their consequent sexuality within it. 


Peter Jones, unsurprisingly enough, wants to set up a hard border against exactly this 
type of thing — not least since it is in “total contradiction with Christian theism and the 
civilization it has engendered”. Note here, as | did immediately, that Christianity, and its 
sexual dogmatism as expressed by Jones, is a matter of a “civilization”. It is not here a 
belief one may choose to take up or let go; it is a principle of human social life itself, a 
means to collective human prosperance (or perhaps just human control). One can easily 
imagine Jones wields the word “civilization” morally here too — and we know where he is 
getting his morals From and what he thinks about those who reject such things. Jones, in 
Fact, states plainly that “there is no neutral ground” here. Put in one way this debate is 
often Framed, one is either for “traditional family values” or one is against them (and, if 
one is against them, one can easily imagine that one should be physically combatted as a 
result). Here Jones can talk about “deconstructing heterosexuality as the norm of 
society” (Whose society? All society? All societies?) and he associates this with divorce 
(which even Jesus, as Jewish tradition, allowed in certain circumstances in the gospels), 


pornography, polygamy and “public acceptance of homosexuality”. 


But, in this, Jones simultaneously seems completely ignorant (or, perhaps, he is just 
dogmatically unconcerned) that the terms he is choosing to use here - heterosexual, 
homosexuality, etc., - are entirely cultural, fictional and invented terms that have a history 
and that aren't simply universal linguistic embodiments of a material reality equally 


understood (or even imagined) by all people equally throughout time. In short, the very 


40 


language Jones, like any of us, is using is a rhetoric not a reality, a rhetoric that makes 
reality. One might then legitimately ask if there is actually a “heterosexuality” to 
deconstruct — as opposed to socially enforced relationships (and their understandings) 
which, if we wanted to, we could just reorganise any way we wanted to at our own 
discretion. And then we would have created a new “civilization” all of our own instead 


(not least by rebelling against the authoritarianism and impositional coercion of his). 


This brings us to “androgyny” specifically which, as noted by Jones and often with 
reference to the work of the former leading scholar of comparative religion, Mircea 
Eliade, is a kind of universal or archetype throughout religious thinking around the 
world. (One might, perhaps scandalously, even include Jones’ own God in this 
phenomenon since it makes precisely zero sense, as some Christian theologians 
recognise, to prescribe a physical bodily sex to what is, after all, a supposedly non- 
physical entity! Thus, such a god must be at least non-binary, sexless, and perhaps, as a 
consequence, an “androgynous” spiritual ideal all of its own!) Thus Jones regales us with 
ancient tales, From points north, south, east and west, of cross-dressing priests; of 
temple sexuality, often Facilitated by temple prostitutes who could be male or Female, in 
which one communed with the god or goddess by communing sexually with these 
people; of the hieros gamos, a ritual of sacred marriage with gods that could entirely 
possibly be depicted in both male and female ways; of males who would castrate 
themselves to serve in various religious cults (intriguingly, Matthew 19:10-12 has Jesus 
utter something startlingly similar in relation to his own activity and Christian New 
Testament scholars have always been at a loss to either explain it - or explain it away!); 
of the Feminisation and emasculation of men; of “hermaphrodite shamans”; and of 


basically any religious ceremony or ritual or practice which involved, or involves, the 


41 


display of (often same-sex or crossing dressing) sexuality. It is notable that in multiple 
descriptions of past or even present religious performance the medium or administrator 
of the religious experience is often an androgynous figure that combines all forms of 
human sexuality in a mythologically constructed body in order to perform their role in 
the cult. Jones describes all this as “unsavoury” but since even he has not remotely 


suggested any of it was coerced one wonders what exactly was “unsavoury” about it. 


Jones’ references in fact even stretch to the Gospel of Thomas, a book | have studied 
academically in the past, where he notes that reference | have myself placed at the head 
of this book, i.e. “... when you make male and female into a single one, so that the male 
will not be male nor the female be Female... then you will enter [the kingdom]” which, in 
the Gospel of Thomas, is ascribed to Jesus. | don’t, however, think for a second that 
Jones imagines Jesus really said that for I'm sure he prefers the much more theologically 
expedient explanation (for him and his like, of course) that the saying is more readily 
explained by siting it in the theology of the Gospel of Thomas itself which represents, at 
least in some of its sayings, a theology of going back to some primordial beginning 
when, for example in Genesis 1, God created “Adam”, who, in Genesis 1 (as opposed to 
the different story told in Genesis 2-3), it can be argued is imagined as an androgynous 
being, neither male nor female, but, instead, two in one, the human possibility of any 
and all gender and sexuality. (The text of Genesis explicitly states this being is created in 
God's “image and likeness” and, as already discussed, does it make sense to say God has 
a sex?) The problem for Jones in all of this, of course, is the possibilities and 
opportunities For “uncontrolled” sexuality and gender expression it may then provide. 


We can’t have people just imagining or organising their own sexuality and then arguing 
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that it was God who invented it First or that it is even a representation of what this being 


is imagined to be themselves now can we?! 


More disturbingly For Jones, however, he also relates cases of much more modern 
people, some who even think of themselves as “Christian” (he himself always uses such 
quote marks in describing them), who are also engaging with androgyny and 
incorporating such androgynous thinking into their religious understandings. This, of 
course, leads, horror of horrors, to people increasingly welcoming, and accepting, 
homosexuality, bisexuality and, if his article had been written 20 years later, no doubt 
transsexuality, pansexuality and every possible sexual and gender fluidity as well. Jones 
notes that, increasingly, people are making declarations about themselves in relation to 
these things at earlier and earlier ages and doing so “as an expression of personal 
freedom and autonomy”. Jones also notes the contemporary trend to refuse to define 
sexuality (sexual and gender nihilism), to leave it Fluid and changeable, and he refers to 
“gender blur” explicitly in this respect. In his context Jones wants to link these 
phenomena to transcendent or more overarching (i.e. religious) ideas such as the 
androgyne because they are exactly an expression of the monistic world view which 
would see everything in all things. If, for example, every single one of us comes to be 
thought of as just specific examples of a non-binary, androgynous being, that which we 
all have in common perhaps going back to some mythical first being like “Adam”, then 
every imaginable sexuality applies to us, every gender expression is allowed (or so Jones 
would think to his horror). And this, in his mind, is why it must be combatted to begin 
with. In drawing sexual and spiritual conclusions together, Jones sees this interpretation 
of everything, of all things (and so this mythology), as a threatening interpretation of 


life, existence and reality itself (which for him, of course, his theological dogmas must 
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both define and control). As he himself then says: “A monistic view of existence will work 


itself out in all the domains of human life, and especially in the domain of sexuality.” 


Here, however, we might briefly stop and muse on a few things, for example, the 
religious ideal of salvation as being about engaging in some mystical unity (or even 
Unity), the desire to transcend a sexed (or a particularly sexed) existence, the idea of a 
completeness androgyny achieves but which a binary existence seems to lack, the idea of 
gods or goddesses as immaterial beings that, by very definition, cannot then be sexed at 
all, even the need for us to be sexed or gendered in general, let alone by authorities or in 
imagined authoritative ways. We can, | think, easily see here how a matrix of such ideas 
and their like leads to an intertwining of spiritual and sexual agendas which, in some, has 
led to physically changing their bodies (primarily, in the past, in terms of the castration 
of males, although modern medicine has opened up new possibilities in this regard, For 
example, in terms of surgery and hormone treatments as we see in the multiplication of 
trans bodies in the Western world) or their outward appearance (i.e. dress and make up) 
but, in others, to more spiritual or internal constructions of androgyny or other non- 
binary thinking. (1 once noted elsewhere in previous writing on this subject how many 
ethnic and cultural manifestations of what the West now calls trans phenomena require 
no surgical or hormonal bodily alterations at all. In such phenomena, creating the social 
appearance of something and engaging in the social Fiction of being and acting like it 
was, and is, regarded as enough. | think this should absolutely be kept in mind here too.) 
In this respect, binary sex, and all it entails, is seen as an encumbrance that limits one’s 
expression of oneself, a basic inauthenticity, and not least in that it limits one’s 
possibilities in relation to others. Here the notion of personal transformation (which, 


naturally enough, also effects a social transformation) is also evident and Jones, in parts 
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of his essay, references alchemical thinking in this regard as human beings throughout 
history have, in some cases, always sought ways to transform themselves or transcend 
both the matter, and the understandings of that matter, that they have found 


themselves trapped in. 


In Fact, we need to understand this whole discussion really as a matter of how people 
think about themselves and the contexts they are set in and how people, throughout 
history, have tried to transcend these things almost as an inherent need of the species. 
(So-called “transhumanism”, the escaping of the imagined biological prison entirely, 
thought in which the body is imagined as a prison that needs to be escaped or 
transcended, is then a further version of the same idea.) It is almost as if, being defined 
and confined in one particular intellectual, moral and even spiritual way, there will 
always be people determined to reimagine them in another — and then embody that 
which they can imagine. However this is done, and whatever thinking or reasoning is 
employed in its achieval, one sees in various androgynous or non-binary thinking the 
desire to achieve something thought meaningful and valuable in more than personal 
terms. (Very Few transgender people today, it seems to me, and as an example, argue For 
their transgender existence, and that it be publicly acceptable, on the basis “its just my 
personal choice” — and some actively argue against it being in any sense a choice at all. 
But, even if they did, even that would be to argue that “personal choice” is a public value 
we all, in general, should value and care about.) Thus, it seems to me that sexual and 
gender expression, not least when formulated as (an) identity, is ALWAYS about more 
than the individual. It is saying something about humanity as a whole, as an idea. This is 


almost certainly why Jones Feels the need to address it, in Fact, but is also why | do too. 
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To be both brief and Frank, | readily accept many of the conclusions that Jones reaches in 
his essay. The major difference in that is that he disapproves of what he Finds whereas | 
heartily approve of it. | see a lot of ground and progress to be made in thinking of human 
beings as one species that is a part of one life (in many, always diverse and necessary, 
Forms and expressions that are constantly evolving) that is everywhere connected by its 
common origin. You may, poetically, call us all children of the stars or the offspring of 
the universe but it doesn’t matter if you don’t; its the thought that counts. Put in 
spiritual terms, you might express this, as Jones does, by saying that “The androgyne is... 
the physical symbol of the pagan spiritual goal, which is the merging of two seemingly 
distinct entities, the self and God, and a mystical return to the state of godhead prior to 
creation.” This seems very like things the Gospel of Thomas says, in Fact. But you don’t 
have to think of it that way. You can, instead, think of each human being as the locus of 
all human possibility, as someone in whom any and all sex, sexuality and gender can be 
embodied and in whom there is the possibility for freedom and choice. You can, in other 
words, imagine that who you are, or want to become, is up to you and that any and each 
choice is equally valid, your own personal experiment in being yourself that starts out 


from a common, undifferentiated, origin as sperm meeting egg, the miracle of life itself. 


Thus, | imagine us all as specific examples of androgynes, self-organising human 
experiments in experience and existence, creators of sexed and gendered identities and 
inter-personal relationships without borders or rules, uncontrolled sexuality that must 
insist on not being controlled and reinterpreting every interpretation of us that wishes 
to become fixed — beyond good and evil. This, anarchistically so (see my “articles” above 
once more), involves us destroying the authorities — moral, intellectual, political, spiritual 


— for they will certainly not want to allow that. But so what? Who put them in charge? 
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Certainly not me and perhaps not you either! Thus, | encourage people to embrace the 
androgyne, to see in each one of us, whatever our morphology or sexed and gendered 
specificity (the “understandings” of which are only human fictions anyway), examples of 
the something in common. Diversity at the same time as commonality and a never- 
ending possibility For interaction and relationship (not least sexual) as a result: that is at 
the heart of the androgyne as | understand it. Thus, | say as anarchist Free spirit: no gods, 


no masters, no sexes, no genders! We are all the androgyne! 


And so, in conclusion, to briefly summarise the points made in this prologue above: 


1. | build my constructions of sex, sexuality and gender on the basis of anarchy, an 
anarchy of autonomy, agency and free association that is all about self-organisation 


which is my understanding of life, existence, reality and everything that is itself. 


2. | regard all constructions of sex, sexuality and gender as Fictions (not least due their 
necessarily linguistic nature where language can, in Fact, only build fiction of use to 


somebody for something or be an example of human imagination). 


3. AS a consequence, | am sexually ambiguous and Fluid, one who refuses to define what 
cannot be defined in any way other than fFictionally. | think anyone can be sexually 
involved with anyone else if they reweave their beliefs to such an understanding (for 


reweavable beliefs is all “sexuality” actually is). 


4. | am not especially sexually experienced (nor completely inexperienced) but, by 


deliberate intellectual and moral effort to keep myself open to diversity and change, | 
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Find myself open to have my views on sexuality and gender Fundamentally changed From 


time to time — and | welcome this Flexibility as a necessary component of “sexuality”. 


5. Pornography today is a commercial and unimaginative business whilst also often being 
exploitative (of its workers in the cases of professional companies and by its workers in 
the case of exploiting consumers). In light of the authenticity shown in some 
pornography by performers like Madison Young, it shows up the porn industry as a 
whole as something often unsexy that metaphorically (and actually) fakes orgasm for 
cash. My attitude to this is that | want sexual imagination and authenticity before | want 
anything else and if modern pornography cannot provide this then it has Failed to serve 
its purpose and should be left behind. Sexual imagination and authenticity are what 


matter most of all when it comes to sexual imagery and communication. 


6. Not least due to my own naive juvenile sexual experiences, | regard sex as a matter of 
(hopefully educated) agency rather than a coercible consent. Sex, | add, is an egoistic 
endeavour about desire, self-responsibility and selF-actualisation, not something we 


should bargain ourselves into or out of in acts of coercion and manipulation. 


7. Sex, however, is also about love, care and pleasure, a positive and intimate activity of 
building up and bodily union, whether in single or isolated encounters or as a matter of 


an evolving relationship over years. 


8. | Find nudity completely uncontroversial in all circumstances. There are not more and 
less shameful parts of the human body or acts that should be hidden. The only relevant 


ethical stipulation here is that we should not force it onto anybody. 
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9. | do not think sexual experience or interaction should necessarily be limited to either 
one partner at a time or one partner on a given occasion and neither do | think sexual 
partners have any “ownership rights” (such as a right of sexual exclusivity) or special 
privileges due to being in sexual relationship with someone. Ideally, | think all 
relationships should be “no strings”, matters of our own agency, free association and 
self-responsibility. Obviously, such thought destroys traditional notions of a singular 
partnership of two, and only two, people (usually in a binary and heteronormative way) 


entirely. 


10. Finally, | conceive of us all as androgynes, all of human possibility, identity and 
expression within each of us despite our diversity - which wonderfully co-exists in and 
because of said common androgyny. Our possibility for sexual and gender expressions, 
and interactions, is thus as limitless as we are or can imagine — and all as an expression of 


what we all are in common anyway. 


With these preliminary reflections on, and confessions of, my sexual history, thought and 


ideas now understood, we may progress into the sexual unknown and begin our 


explorations of sex, gender and sexuality in particular... 
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1. The Sexual Imagination 


| want to begin this book’s first Formal chapter not with academic researches or political 
rhetoric but with sexual imagination. | Find this important because | find imagination 
important for the human being itself — not least in terms of how human beings imagine 
themselves and, as a consequence, intellectually and more materially order their world. 
With a subject so Fundamental to our existence as sexuality (for which it is responsible in 
every case), and which is so integral to on-going human relationships, this importance, it 
seems to me, is only amplified. But the question is how do people imagine sex and what 


ideas and values are involved in it? 


| have three stories to tell here, two mixtures of Fiction and Fact and another that is an 
entirely Fictional story co-composed by this author and an erotic writer, Isabelle Lauren 
of isabellelauren.com, who is a contact of mine from social media. This particular story 
imagines a fictive encounter between us as two people meeting for the first time to 
have sex. (We have, in Fact, never yet met.) In all of these cases, whether fictional or 
quasi-Factual, what, or if, there is anything to learn from them - or about sexuality — is 
left to the reader's discretion entirely (your own, necessary, act of cooperative 
imagination) and this is exactly as it should be. Here my second story will concern a 
woman who used to be a porn performer (I've changed her name for the purposes of this 
book but if you know who its referring to then you'll know the reality of the situation) 
and who now spends her days cultivating opportunities For sex in her more mature years. 
The third case, meanwhile, concerns Donatien Alphonse Francois, The Marquis de Sade, a 
legendary Figure in the history of sexual imagination, one who has become so notorious 


that a certain sexual proclivity has been named after him, a very rare occurrence in world 
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historical terms. | will, in this latter case, First want to understand what he did and said 
before trying to imagine more fully his emphasis on sexual relationships and bodily 
pleasure as an imaginary of a greater “natural” context for human inter-relations. After 
taking each of these cases in turn | will round up the discussion of this chapter by asking 
what we have learned about the sexual imagination and the places and use of it in/for 


life. So, without Further introduction, let’s begin with the the story “The First Time”. 


The First Time 


Isabelle: 

My heart pounds as | ring your doorbell. It’s too late to back out now. But despite my 
nervousness, | don’t want to back out. I've wanted to fuck you ever since | saw your First 
toot on my timeline. You're fearless, with a raw sexuality that both terrifies and arouses 
me. And you're sexy as hell with your massive tits, which | can’t wait to bury my face in. 
Ever since we agreed to do this, | haven’t stopped thinking about you. And today | will 


Finally be able to make some of my Fantasies with you reality. 


I'm sure you have wild stuff in store for me—in Fact, I’m counting on it. My own sexual 
journey has been satisfactory, but bland, and I’m ready to try something new. Anything 


to sate my newly raging libido. 


The door opens and there you are. My nervousness disappears and all | Feel is lust. You're 


even more compelling in person. You're wearing the skimpiest bra and panties, which 


leave little to the imagination and you smile as if you've waited for me just as eagerly. 
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Alina: 

"So lovely to Finally make your acquaintance Isabelle," | say to you, ushering you inside. It 
is not lost on me that your eyes are devouring me with indecent haste and a flicker of a 
smile runs across my lips as | think of what | have got planned. | invite you in, taking in 
your attire at the same time, but my thoughts immediately go to what's underneath 
that, so Far, I've only seen in Flashes online. Another flicker of a smile then crosses my 


Face as | anticipate revealing it completely over the next couple of hours. 


Leading you down the hall, | invite you into my boudoir and, with a smile on my face, | 
welcome you. Straightaway you look at the selection of dildos, whips, handcuffs, wands, 
harnesses, butt plugs and various other implements which | have neatly displayed on the 
wall. "I'm a bit of a hoarder," | say with a grin, and you nervously chuckle in reply. Moving 
over to a leather sofa, | offer you a seat before beginning to put on a leather harness and 


strap-on. 


Isabelle: 

| swallow hard. | knew you were a lot more sexually adventurous than |, but | thought 
we'd ease into things a little. Your boudoir intimidates me, but my fear excites me. I’m up 
For whatever you want to do to me. “Take off your dress,” you say when the harness is in 
place. I’m glad I’m not wearing underwear. Without hesitation, | pull my dress over my 


head and stand before you, naked. 


Your eyes rove over my body and you lips curve into a smile. “You're very sexy. Soft in all 


the right places. I’m going to have a lot of Fun with you.” You step closer to me and slip 
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your hand between my thighs. You smile when you notice how wet lam. “Turn around 


and bend over the sofa.” 


| do as you ask and spread my legs. | love how you take command. We're here to Fuck, so 
why waste time on small talk? You kick my legs further apart. Your one hand caresses my 
ass while your other guides the strap on to my greedy hole. | press my hips back, eager 


For you to breach my entrance. 


Alina: 

"You're rather eager," | say, the end of the strap on teasing your entrance. "Somehow, | 
thought you'd be more hesitant." | taste your wetness but, to your seeming dismay as 
indicated by your repeated pushing back hoping for the strap on to fill you, it remains 
infuriatingly out of reach. "Beg me to fuck you," | say. You say the words. "Louder," | 
reply. Complying with the instruction, you say the words louder. "Shout them," | reply. 


After a moment's hesitation you shout, "Please Fuck me Alina." “That's better,” | reply. 


The strap on enters your smooth sticky cunt and you feel hands about your hips. They 
squeeze as a rhythmic pumping begins. Soon you learn that | never Fuck from behind 
without several hard smacks of the ass in Front of me and | tell you as | administer them 
that if you cry out | will hit them even harder. What you don't realise yet is that that is 
going to happen anyway but | hope that the information has given your erotic mind 


something to think about. 


Isabelle: 


I've never been spanked and fucked this hard before and it takes all my willpower not to 


54 


cry out. | don’t know how | could possibly endure a harder spanking, but judging by the 


implements you have on the wall, | don’t doubt that you have more impact play in mind. 


The strap on is unyielding and it’s clear that you have experience fucking with it. Your 
strokes are relentless, and I’m worried I’ve given you the impression I’m more 
experienced with all this than | actually am. Maybe | should have been less eager, but | 
can’t deny that the lewdness of it all drives me wild. My cunt clamps around the hard 
shaft pumping inside of me, tension building in my body as | get closer to an orgasm. | 


tweak my nipples, twisting the gold bars so that pain shoots through me. 


You alternate hard slaps on my ass with soft strokes and the combination of the pain and 
pleasure pushes me over the edge. | cry your name as | cum, my cunt now so tight I’m 


surprised you can still keep thrusting. 


Alina: 

"Well that was a nice vigorous start," | comment as | withdraw from you. "Are you glad 
you actually came?" | leave the double-edged question hanging in the air as | instruct you 
to get on your knees. "Clean up the strap on," | invite you, thrusting it towards your face 
as you kneel. You take hold of it to place it into your mouth and, as you do, | grab a 


handful of your hair. "Ever been throat-Fucked by a girl before?" | ask, casually. 


You look nervous but I simply let you suck it clean like the good girl | know you are going 
to be for the rest of our time together. When you've Finished | say, "Let's try something 
else now" and | walk across to my wall display, selecting some handcuffs, a ball gag and a 


blindfold. "Do you trust me?" | ask as | enjoy your kneeling patiently. Before you can 
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answer, however, the ball gag is being strapped around your face, the blindfold slipped 
over your eyes and the handcuffs pin your hands behind your back. "Now we can really 


begin." 


Isabelle: 
| don’t mind being bound, blindfolded and gagged. I’ve done two out of the three plenty 
times before. The gag makes it a bit trickier as | won't be able to tell you when | want to 


stop, but weirdly | do trust you. 


| am, however, a bit disappointed. When we made plans to meet up, | had hoped to be 
able to explore your body as much as you'd explore mine. | want to lick and kiss your tits, 
Feast on your beautiful pussy, push my fingers deep inside you to Feel your wet heat 
there. The edge of my raging lust is gone so | am less desperate For an orgasm and more 


desperate to see and hear you come. 


But 1 ama good girl so | stay on my knees and wait For what's to come. | have a high pain 
tolerance so | know I'll be able to endure, even if | prefer to do something else. You have 
chosen to do this to me and | am curious to see whether whatever you do will bring me 
as much pleasure as | hope. And above all, | hope this will make you wet with lust for 


when | get my turn with you. 


Alina: 
| sense your mixed emotions and, from my own experiences, | can imagine you must be 
deeply unsure about what is taking place anyway. It doesn't really bother me because | 


have supreme confidence in my abilities to please you. You just have to commit to what 
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is happening and trust that all is For the best and will come out in a great place. | am 
hoping you stick with it without protest since | am certain that as we progress Further 


you will Find your desires have been very much anticipated. 


To this end | instruct you carefully about what is going to happen. Explaining as | am 
going, you Feel Fingers lube up your asshole as a vibrating device of some kind is slipped 
inside. Next, | inform you that | am to lie on the floor and you are to shuffle forward until 
you are kneeling astride me. My intention is to have you ride the strap on once more 
with the vibe up your ass. But there is an extra to add to this scene. As you settle, a wand 


is applied to your clit. "Ride," | say. 


Isabelle: 

As | ease myself onto the strap on, | whimper around the gag in my mouth. I've never had 
a vibe in my ass and whatever it is back there is making me incredibly tight. Everything 
Feels better than | could have possibly imagined and | Feel like a Fool for thinking you 
wouldn't make me cum over and over again. The dual vibrations in my ass and on my clit 
send shockwaves of pleasure through me and | buck my hips against the strap on. 
Having my hands bound behind my back makes things a bit tricky and I’m grateful for my 


strong thighs. Doing all those squats really paid off. 


Not being able to see makes me concentrate on the sensations in my body. The 
stimulation of both vibrations is relentless and the strap on presses against my G-spot 
with every thrust. | angle my hips to get the maximum pressure from the head as it slides 
in, the vibe in my ass pressing on the other side of my vaginal wall, making me Flush with 


heat. 
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Alina: 

| Feel you orgasm once again and then indicate you should rise slightly so that | can move 
myself. As | remove the strap on | notice the drool from your ball gag. | wonder if you 
have used one before and how acquainted you are with the messes various bodily Fluids 
can make if accumulated in any quantity. Stimulated by the thought of you covered in 
various kinds of bodily goo, | slide back between your legs, the vibe still pulsing in your 


ass. and place my face directly beneath your shaved hole. 


You hear me breathing deeply as | take long draughts of your aroma, pleasing after the 
orgasms you have had so far. Then | tell you to lower yourself slowly on my face. "Use my 
Face to stimulate your cunt," | say, encouraging you to use my face as your own personal 
dildo. "Fuck my Face," | encourage you more. "Cover my face in your Fucking Filthy cum," | 
add shortly after. As you buck and scrape your sex over my Face excitedly back and forth, 


you clearly hear my moans of delight. 


Isabelle: 

I'm a mess and | don’t even care. Your tongue laps at my cunt as | ride your Face. I’m not 
chasing an orgasm, I’m just enjoying how your Face Feels on my cunt, while | listen to your 
lovely moans. You dig your hands in my ass as you pull me closer onto your face. My body 
Feels heavy with lust and pleasure, my mind going into that blank space where nothing 
matters but this moment, this glorious ecstasy. | am so grateful to you for making this 


happen. 


You pulse your tongue against the entrance of my cunt and once again | can Feel another 


orgasm approach. My cunt tightens and squeezes against nothing. | barely have time to 
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wish | had something inside me before | come again, this time squirting all over your 
Face. | try to sit up, shocked at the amount of fluid drenching you, but you hold me tight 
and lap at my juices as if they are the most delicious you've ever tasted. Your obvious 
delight in my pleasure makes me light-headed with lust, and | can’t wait to return the 


Favour. 


Alina: 

Its time For a change of scene and | get up From the floor, reeking of your aroma which | 
have just brushed from my face into my hair. | delicately but expertly remove your 
blindfold, the ball gag and the handcuffs, placing them to one side for cleaning later. | 
also remove the vibe from your ass, making great show of placing it in my mouth and 
sucking it before | place that to the side with the other items as well. Then | turn to you 


and ask you For some assistance. 


| lead you into a room that joins onto my boudoir, a sort of antechamber, and inside are 
several things that surprise you. Against one wall is a Frame in the shape of an X to which 
people can obviously be secured. Elsewhere, there are rings secured to the wall. In the 
centre of the room, however, there is also what appears to be a very luxurious massage 
table. Picking up a Few towels, | place them on the table and then lie down on it on my 


back. "There are oils over there," | tell you, pointing to a table. 


Isabelle: 
| can’t believe my luck. | love giving massages, which | know I'm good at. And this gives 
me a chance to worship your body, which | have wanted to do ever since | stumbled upon 


your online. 
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| grab a bottle of oil and pour it over your luscious skin. You moan softly as | gently slide 
my hands over your body, distributing the oil. | squeeze your tits, rolling your nipples 


between my fingers and you arch your back. 


The oil makes everything slick and my hands slip and slide over your limbs , your tummy 
and your tits. | can’t believe how gorgeous they are and | play with them, bending my 
head to suck on your nipples every now and then. You squirm on the table and | slide my 
hands over your thighs, massaging your inner thighs until, finally, | cup your cunt and 
stroke your labia. | dip a Finger between them, seeking out your soaked, hot core. You're 


dripping wet and you moan as | plunge two fingers inside you. 


Alina: 

Under the administrations of your hands, and occasionally your mouth, | let go my 
consciousness and release myself into the erotic void. Your dextrous fingers, so hungrily 
now searching inside my sopping cunt, summon sapphic thoughts to that now 
unconscious space. Images of oiled female bodies fill my mind and eager mouths and 
hands that lust for sexual openings to taste and tease. | feel you working my clit and 
Filling my cunt and utter a silent prayer to Sappho Eros and Aphrodite that you will not 


be gentle. 


| sense, however, your hesitancy and so invite you to put more of your hand into my cunt. 
| tell you | want to be stretched, used, fisted. | tell you it will be alright and not to worry 
and, slowly, you push more and more of your hand inside me. Feeling appropriately 


expanded, | let out a noise somewhere between a loud breath and a moan before you 
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withdraw the now sticky hand. | smile at you approvingly and turn onto my front. "And 


now for my behind," | tell you. 


Isabelle: 

As you turn around | grab more oil and apply it liberally to your back and ass. As | start 
massaging your muscles (teasingly staying away from your ass crack) | marvel that | was 
able to Fit my whole hand in your cunt. It had Felt SO amazing and I’m wet from how hot 


it was. 


| know now that you don’t want me to be gentle, so after massaging your perfect ass, | 
push two fingers against your puckered hole. They are slick from the oil and easily slip in. 
As you let out a soft moan, | slip a third Finger in, amazed at how well you take the 


intrusion. But | bet you've had a hard cock there, so my fingers must be inadequate. 


Looking around, | spot a big dildo on a shelf. Smiling to myself, | grab it and lube it up. 
“Push your ass in the air,” | tell you and you hurry to do so. | waste no time and press the 
dildo hard against your asshole. It slides in slowly and you make a low moaning sound. As 


soon as the full length of the shaft is seated in your ass, | start Fucking you hard. 


Alina: 

You have no idea how much it pleases me to see you taking the initiative and using my 
toys on me. My whole body feels completely energised as you ass fuck me with the dildo 
and | willingly push back against your Forceful strokes. Without thinking about it, | reach 


back between my legs to stimulate my clit as you continue to pump and | tell you to ass 
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Fuck me like a dirty little whore. You are more than willing to do this and, anticipating my 


desire For some roughness, you smack my ass irregularly as hard as you can. 


This only in Fact arouses an overwhelming lust and desire for more intimacy in me. 
Telling you to stop, | leap From the table and grab a double-ended dildo from the wall. 
"Get on the table with me," | say to you, and you comply. It seems clear what | want now 
and we each place the dildo inside us, | sliding it delicately into my lubed ass, and you 
into your hot cunt. Our legs overlapping and being in close proximity, we both begin to 


ride the dildo eagerly. 


Isabelle: 

It is as if you are in my mind right now, reading my desires without me having to express 
them. As we start riding the dildo hard | watch your end disappear deep into your ass 
and | could come from that image alone. Your breathing is laboured and without thinking 
| reach out and slip two fingers in your hot cunt. This makes you Fuck even harder. You 
throw back your head, clearly lost in a haze of lust. | watch your perfect, big breasts 


swing back and forth as you take another one of my Fingers in your cunt. 


| twist them, your cunt now tight and stretched from the thick dildo in your ass and | 
manage to work my whole hand inside. Your Face shows a glimpse of what | want to 
experience: a craving to lose all inhibition and to chase the urgent sweep of lust. | don’t 
want to be swept up in this current yet, not before | have seen you come. Your mouth is 
open, a low keening sound emitting from your lips as you start to convulse around my 


hand and the dildo still fucking your ass. 
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Alina: 

When | cum, it is loudly. Your taking the initiative has worked its magic once more. "Oh 
yes. Fuck me!" | shout out as an affirmation of the ecstasy washing over me. But this is 
not yet enough. | want more and | want yet more intimacy. Taking the dildo and casting it 
aside, | urge you closer towards me and we embrace, legs interlocked, and | tell you to 
rub your Fertile cunt against mine. As you do, | kiss you passionately, wanting to absorb 
your very essence if | can. | am pleased with how enthusiastically you respond and drink 


it allin. 


Now | want our pussies to get wet together and, looking at you, | get that silent assent 
and sense of common understanding about what we are working to achieve. We get 
comfortable in our positions on the table and our cunts find the the sweet spot in our 
grinding and lock in. "Drip for me, Isabelle," | whisper to you, before kissing you 
passionately once more. | can Feel my own heat rising and know that | am close. | hope 


you are too. 


Isabelle: 

Feeling your Folds embrace mine as your clit rubs against mine, I'm swept up in a torrid 
wave of lust. This has been the best afternoon of my life and being this close to you, 
having this level of intimacy with you, is threatening to undo me. My mouth hungrily 
seeks yours as our cunts grind together. Our juices mingle and feeling your copious 
amounts of cum staining my cunt drives up the heat in me. | want this moment to last 
Forever, our sweaty bodies entwined, sticky with our juices, exhausted From the amount 


of orgasms we've given each other. | could drink from your nectar all day and all night, 
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and in that moment I’m willing to become your slave, to be available to satisfy your 


ravenous lust whenever you need it. 


Your legs hold me in a tight lock as your cunt grinds me to the most powerful orgasm I've 
had all afternoon. “Fuck me hard, Alina,” | groan as | dig my fingers in the soft Flesh of 


your sumptuous thighs. “Ruin me.” 


Alina: 

| do not need any second bidding and, in a move ungracious but revealing of the urgency 
with which our mutual lust must be satisfied, push you backwards onto your back. In 
doing so, | fall on top of you so that our breasts press together. Without hesitation, | 
hungrily eat your Face and Feel the same desire in return. My cunt is still grinding against 


yours and on the occasions when our clits lock in, sparks Fly. 


| am now a raging typhoon and want satisfaction. | quickly turn round on you, plunging 
my face into your cunt, wanting the nectar within. My own hole finds your face and 
grinds down on it once more. | don't care how we cum any more but | am certain we are 
both going to. That certainty brings its reward in turn as | Feel myself let go over your 
Face in gushing ecstasy. | work your pussy with my tongue and Fill you with three Fingers 


to bring you to climax once more. 


And then | Fall off the table. | lie there a moment and blow a kiss before bursting out 


laughing. 
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Sex Blogger: A Month in the Life and Sexual Imagination of Bayley Tayler 


The following fragments are excerpts From a (paid) sex blog | found online and followed. 
They tell the story, in real time, of one Bayley Tayler, a Former porn performer with 20 
years experience in the business who especially used to show up in sex scenes involving 
multiple people (from the evidence of my researches!). In particular, Tayler specialised in 
threesomes and moresomes (including males and Females) with there being several 
examples of gangbangs where she was penetrated by 5 or 6 big cocks over half an hour 
or more. Now retired to the Florida coast with her own house and financially secure, 
Tayler, 56, who is officially single, spends her days displaying her surgically enhanced JJ 
tits and prodigiously large clit (both of which she is very proud), posting nude workout 
videos from her home gym, and detailing her sex life in her blog which is a day by day 
record of her consistent attempts to Find and fuck men (and sometimes women) visiting 
the area on vacation (besides several locals). Often her written words in regard to this 


are accompanied by photos or videos of the deeds or their aftermath. And so we begin... 


“So | spent my afternoon watching guys cum on Twitter, waiting for Connor to come 
back. | might have a bit of an obsession with it. No chicks, just men rubbing one out. 
Watching guys cum is like a drug to me. There is something that draws me to watching 
cum pour, pump, and or spray out of a cock. | always have to watch the next one, then 
the next one, then the 30 after that. It makes me anxious, like I’m missing out on 
something. | have an overwhelming urge to be the superhero they need and help them 
pump one out. Maybe | should start wearing a cape. | think | may have fallen victim to the 
binge-watch trap. It’s like quicksand for my attention span - one cock spilling thick 


creamy cum sucks me in, pun intended, and before | know it, I've lost a few hours staring 
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at ejaculating dicks. I’m not complaining. | obviously enjoy it, but | need to start limiting it 


a little more before | do nothing else but watch one shooting cock after another. 


Connor did come back over tonight. He Fucked me like a pro. As promised, he emptied his 
balls in my ass. | won't lie. He was exceptional. | also enjoy being submissive to a 19 year 
old. It’s pretty hot. His Fuck skills are powerful enough to make me beg a little. There is 
nothing like begging a 19 year old to empty his balls in my ass to let me know where | 
stand in all of this. He will be leaving For Dallas, Wednesday, so | have a few more days to 
get my insides sprayed down by him. | have photos and videos of both cum shots. I'll start 


posting them tomorrow. 


Scott (my willing man-bitch, doe-eyed love slave and cock of last resort) stayed out of 
the house until 8:30. When he got home, | let him lick my cummy ass while | told him all 
the details of my day with Connor. That will make Connor happy. After he blew his load 
and we were lying around, he asked me if | thought Scott would lick my ass clean. | told 
him he would, and | was right. Cucks will do anything for the details. That’s what it’s all 
about for them. They want to know every last thing that went on. | like to hold back, 


make Scott sweat a bit. Have him do some cleanup before | spill all the dirty details... 


... SO | got bred like a sex toy again by Connor. He fucked all my holes and then fucked 
them all again. For almost 2 hours. My clit is numb from being rubbed so much. | feel 
good. It makes me happy to make his cock and balls happy. | love seeing that look of 
satisfaction on his face after he uses me to empty his balls. He treats me like such an 
object. | love it. Who cares if it’s not ‘politically correct’ to be used as a cock socket? It 


gets me off, and | Feel great afterward. He blasted my tits and pussy with his jizz, and 
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then he asked me to eat it For him. | told him no. | said he has to tell me to eat it. He told 
me to eat it. | scooped it up and ate his lukewarm sperm. He jerked his still-hard dick off 
while | was doing it. When | Finished, | asked him if | could jerk him off. He said no. He told 
me to suck him off. So | spent another 30 minutes sucking him off while he commented 
on my relationship with Scott. He was totally into taking me away From Scott. He kept 
telling me he could make me leave Scott, and | just nodded my head yes with his dick still 
in my mouth. And after about 30 minutes of that, he Filled my belly with his second load. 
It must have been thick because after | drank his jizz | must have inhaled a glob of sperm 
still sliding down my throat because | got into a coughing fit. Connor thought that was 
Funny. The rest of this is a novel so I'll just quit now if you don't want to read my 
thoughts. Connor said he would be back tonight though. He wants to leave another load 
of cum in my ass for Scott. Those were his exact words. Who am | to deny him? | will have 


to tell Scott | will let him know when he can come home. 


| don't wanna spoil the cuckold Fantasy for y'all who are into it. Guys imagine their 
partner asking them to watch it as part of their fantasy. Women envision their ideal 
situation without you being present. Don't get me wrong, there's the odd girl who wants 
you around, but mostly we just want you to Fuck off and disappear. It’s awkward for 
everyone with a guy sitting in the corner jerking off. This is me time and none of your 
business. IF you want to do a three way that’s a different story but that’s not part of my 
cuck Fantasy. IF you're a cuck then, to me, it means someone better took your place and 
you have to deal with that shit - and somewhere else where the big dick is not plunging 
my holes like an oil drill. Every time the bull allows me to drink his cum | then become 
even more his and even less yours. In due time, if it endures, | will become his possession. 


That is the perfect cuck scenario. Let me assure you, | have no intention of getting rid of 
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you. It's nota lack of love. It's just a change in our dynamic. When it comes down to it, my 
desire For him is greater than my desire for you. It's weird, but you can win me back by 
accepting it and being a good cuck. That's a real kick to the nuts. But that’s the cuck 
thing in a nutshell. | play the cuck game by the rules and that is scary for most guys 
wanting to be a cuck, the knowing your partner is not just Fucking her boyfriend but is 
instead making passionate love to him because his is the cock she needs and not yours — 
which is pathetic in comparison. As Scott one time admitted, the anxiety of waiting at 
home, not knowing if and when | would come home, is soul-crushing but wildly 
exhilarating at the same time. It’s a drug to him, and he’s addicted. | like his style. The 
dummy is stuck with me for life...even if | am making mad, passionate love to an 


amazingly sexy guy less than half his age that | beg to fuck me. I’m just saying!... 


... Connor (you remember he’s the well hung 19 year old from across the street, right?) 
had ass Fucking on his mind again. Which ended up translating into his dick in my ass. He 
didn’t even want to fuck my pussy. He just went straight to the ass! The good news is I’m 
a well-trained whore...I've spent a lifetime perfecting my Fuck game...so if the dick slips 
in my asshole...let it ride, Mr! | have trained my ass to take some serious dick over forty 
years, and Connor's cock would not be stretching my asshole by any means. He did, 
however, give me a ridiculously intense orgasm that made me drool and say some really 
stupid shit. Which apparently worked for him because he came, said some really stupid 
shit, and pumped his testicles into my colon with his never-ending ropes of jizz. My 
bedspread is covered in pools of his sperm. I'll have Scott wash it when he gets home. 
Just kidding. Or am I? I'll be honest. It was the best sex I’ve had in months. Bob, my 
businessman screw, is going to have to step up his game to catch up with Connor’s 


performance today. Scott...not even close. But he’s my pretend husband cum house 
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bitch now, and he’s not supposed to be better than my boy toys. Otherwise, what would 
be the use of having boy toys? He still gets me off now and then. The thing is, lucky For 
Scott, I’m a sucker for having a hard dick inside me. Don’t worry about the lube. I'll 


provide that just Fine on my own. Just slip it in, say some cool shit, and I'll cum in no time. 


| hate lube. | hate when guys break it out. | don’t need lube unless you are completely 
Fucking up what you are supposed to be doing. For Fuck’s sake, lick it before you stick it iF 
you have to have lube. It may feel grabby on that initial slide inside me, but once you 
back out and do it again, you will have all the lube required courtesy of my hungry 
vagina. Lube has the opposite effect on me. First off, it seems to numb me, and second, 
it seems to get sticky after a while. IF you use the silicone lube, then | get super numb. To 
the point | can’t cum. Lube is for rubbing one out not for Fucking. | can’t remember the 
last time | used lube. They used to try to make me use it when | shot porn but | refused 
every time. They didn’t like that. | don’t know why. They also didn’t like that | pressed for 
creampie endings. They always wanted me to take it in my mouth and spit it out so 
everyone could see it. | always told them that was stupid. I’d be happy to swallow it. But 
we usually settled For them shooting it on me. That way, at least, | got to watch the cock 
pump its jizz. | have no idea why I'm telling you this. It just popped into my mind, so | 


wrote it out. Anyway, I'll get with you in a bit aFter | clean up and get organized!... 


... SO I'm a “married” woman now (well, same thing really, since Scott is now my live-in 
house bitch and cuck), and so I’m about to head out the door and do married woman- 
type stuff. Like sucking Connor's cock! My mouth gets wet as | think about it. Actually, 
I’m not going anywhere. Scott is at work and Connor will be here at 10 this morning. I’m 


going to suck his cock, get fucked by him, and after I'm good and gaped out, I'll go pick 


69 


up Scott From work. I'll be driving around with a load of Connor’s sperm in my cunt. 
Possibly my asshole. Either/or is Fine. Both would be better. That, my friends, sounds like 


a plan. | will let you know how it goes. 


“Married woman-type stuff”. | love that phrase. It makes me feel mischievous. | am 
certain that | am about to do something bad. What kind of bad am | thinking? Right now, | 
can see myself in the kitchen cooking for Scott and the Fam with Connor's sperm still 
oozing out. At least, | wish that was how it was going to go. | would rub one out for 
weeks thinking about serving them all dinner while Connor's sperm was swimming 
around inside of me. Shut up, Bayley. You are going to make yourself cum prematurely 
when Connor does actually stick his dick in your guts. I'll let you know how it goes this 


morning!... 


... Hi, its Bayley here! Just popping up a Few pics before | head out in the jeep and see if | 
can raise a few poles, if you know what | mean. | hope they brought their beads because 


I'm in the mood to collect some beads! 


| had the weirdest dream. | was Fucking a guy in some kind of huge hotel room, and he 
couldn't kiss, and his Fucking skills weren’t all that. | couldn’t cum. Then this chick | know 
showed up while he was trying to Fuck me, and we started making out, and when | pulled 
her pants off, she had a perfect cock, and it danced around like a snake. Go Figure. She 
Fucked me until | couldn’t breathe anymore. | could see her cock moving my belly around 
as it twisted and turned inside of me. It was amazing. So amazing | asked her to marry me 
and she said yes. Dreams work in weird ways. Now every time | see this girl in real life, I’m 


going to think about the dick she had in my dream. 
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| might as well tell you. Why not? In real life...l ended up marrying Scott For real 2 weeks 
ago. This is my announcement. Legally, officially, the whole works. | have cheated on him 
twice in the two weeks we have been married. So far, being hitched has been 


exceptional! My own married cuck!... 


... Happy breed a MILF Monday, my friends! There’s nothing like getting Fucked by a guy 
determined to pump a kid in you. I’m just saying. It’s the MILFs who want to ride you on 
top, and they tell you to sit back and relax. She will pump your load into her guts 
whether you want to pump it there or not. That's my thing. So difficult to resist. Nature 
and hormones. They take over and make me do irresponsible things. I'm working on my 


self-control. It's a struggle. | get turned on, and sometimes all bets are off. 


Real quick. I'm reposting some old stuff today because of all things...| have some kind of 
cold. | look like | have a cold. Which isn’t a good look. It’s called life. You will have these 


things. All in all, I'm pretty damn good...just wish | felt the same way physically! 


Connor is coming home for 10 days next week. He joined the Army, and | haven’t seen 
him in like forever. For those of you who don’t know, Connor is the guy | started Fucking 
sometime last year when he was just 18. He lives in the house across the street with his 
grandparents. | have missed emptying those amazing balls that dump massive amounts 
of cum. Makes Peter North look like an amateur. | wonder if he still does. He doesn’t 
know I’m married now. | used to tell Connor how | would dump Scott to fuck him. He 
thought it was Funny. | wonder how he will feel about sticking it in a married MILF now? 


I'm so looking Forward to finding out. Scott already knows Connor will leave wet jizz 
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stains on his side of the bed. He’s not super thrilled and says it’s a bit humiliating, but he 


knows this is how it has to be. Life is good, if | may say so myself... 


... Well, here are some pretty hot pics because it’s pretty Fucking hot outside. So, if you 


are going to be hot...you might as well be ‘hot!’ 


| know it’s been a bit since | posted but Fuck if 1 didn’t catch a nasty cold. This one sucked. 
Made my last bout with Covid look like a walk in the park. Covid was an inconvenience... 
the Flu, however... a whole other level, dammit! They are calling it an upper respiratory 
infection. Saw the doc today and got the pills that sometimes work and sometimes don’t. 
| usually just tough this crap out but this cold has been hanging on. Please, | don’t want 
to hear all the get-well-better stuff. It’s life. It’s not the first time | have had a cold. It 


won't be the last. I’m a big girl, | can handle it. 


Nothing to report on sex-wise. Everyone has the damn flu. | got it, Scott has it, Paul, a 
new guy | met at the hardware store, is complaining he has it...all of town probably has 
it. Takes the sex drive right out of you. Not completely. | rubbed one out the other 
morning. | should have waited. | think it made me Feel worse in the end. Oh well. | have 
this Feeling tomorrow is the day | start rounding the curve on this whole thing so let's 
keep our Fingers crossed. Connor is cumming home next week for a week and | want to 
be in top Form for him to pump me full as many times as humanly possible. He will be 


Fucking a married a pussy this time, so that should be interesting)... 


... Happy Father’s day. Now let’s see about making you a Father all over again! That was 


supposed to be my line yesterday For Scott, Paul, and Bob. | was going to suck Scott and 


es 


Paul off and then get the full meal deal with Bob later. Bob fucks the best, so it seems 
appropriate that he be the one that gapes me out and makes me walk funny. But it didn’t 
happen. | had it all planned out. Was going to Film Scott getting his dick sucked and video 
the cum shots from the other two. Cue loser dance music. The flu got the better of me. 
Shit happens. I'll try again later this week. Slightly better today, so hoping I’m going to 


hit that point where it’s run its course today. Come on, antibiotics...do your thing! 


Yes, | admit | planned the 3 guy fuck fest For father’s day mostly to post on here. | didn’t 
have any actual concern for the thrill Factor of the guys. | Figured if they pumped a load 
in me that was payment enough. The thing is, | was turned on thinking about turning you 
on. That is happening a lot lately. I’m really starting to get off on making guys touch 
themselves. I’m thinking of ways and outfits to wear that will make guys get an urge to 
Fuck me. | get it, most of them never will, but | kind of pretend that they will somehow 
end up pumping me. | saw a guy at Lowes the other day with his wife and kids. He was 
chubby, decent looking, but looked seriously domesticated. He kept trying to get caught 
staring at me. | wanted to take him into the bathroom and let him breed me. | know. Not 
something that is going to happen, but the point is, | wanted it to. I’m losing interest in 
the ‘beautiful’ people. Too hard to deal with and terrible company for the most part. 
Plus, they never really seem to be ‘into’ sex all that much. They act like they are but, 
when it cums down to it,...not so much. The guy in Lowes...though | don’t know for sure, 
| would bet money he would stick it in me all night long and then three more times in the 
morning. | must be feeling better because now I’m touching myself thinking about it. 
Anyway, | won't bore you to death with this anymore. Catch you a few more times today 


later... 
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... today | saw a cop in his early 30s. The local PD are Filming here in town and they were 
going through some guy’s truck with a camera crew Filming it on Seashore Blvd. They had 
him kind of keeping the crowd watching back. He was a good-looking guy, clean-cut, nice 
smile. | winked at him as | slowly went by him. He smiled back, so | waved...he waved. 
And then he stuck his dick in me. Just kidding. | wish that’s what had happened. 
Everything is true except the dick inside of me. That didn’t happen. So | went home and 
kept thinking about it until | had to rub one out. | have this Fantasy of him Following me 
and pulling me over. Telling me he had something for me. | was waiting for his dick to 
plop on my door window sill. But, instead, he hands me his card. Says don’t be afraid to 
use it. | know I’m supposed to fantasize about him sticking his dick through my open 
window and having me drink the contents of his testicles... and that sounds awesome, 
but it’s not how my head works in this situation. I'll go into it later. It's a whole long, 
drawn-out fantasy. The reality of it was we never got past a slow drive-by smile, and that 
was it. My pussy wants the Fantasy version but reality isn’t giving me what | want so I'll 
have to keep hoping and dreaming while | rub my big clit to guys cumming on Twitter. | 
wish | had a cop's outfit so | could make you guys a masturbation video with me in it. But, 


sadly, | threw it away!... 


... I'm big into ‘reversal’ type stuff. You might have guessed it, but it’s always been 
something that has made my pussy leak. I’m talking way back when, like in the 80s. That's 
how long | have had fantasies run through my head about reversal type things. Guys 
mostly don't like the ‘reversal’ stuff. It’s probably hard for them to lose power or have it 
taken From them. Imagine this. You are on top of the world. You have the perfect, most 
beautiful wife. Everything is going Fantastic until you run into your someone who ends 


up being your worst enemy, an absolute ruthless rival. He will beat you in everything. 
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You're stuck watching helplessly as he takes your promotion, your job, and then turns 
your wife into his own personal sex toy, who obeys his every perverted wish. No matter 
how much you plead with her to stop, she won't. She's so into having her holes wrecked 
by him that she doesn’t care about you anymore. In her eyes, he’s effectively turned you 
into his own personal sissy. She’d leave you for him, but he doesn’t want that. He tells 
her to stay with you. He wants to destroy you for years to come. Now, you probably 
wouldn't get a hard on thinking about something like that. But...if | had a dick...1 would. 
IF | had a dick. But | don’t. So...since | don’t have a dick...1 get to be the next best thing. 
The wife being used as the cum bucket. | want to be that wife. Anyway, that’s my idea of 
role reversal. | don’t know what it is about it, the reversal of power, ownership of me 
being taken away, probably all the above. | think about it. | think about it a ton. IF I’m 
rubbing one out, the mental movie playing in my head pretty much always runs through 
the above scenario in a million different ways. It’s probably why I’m into the cuckold 
thing so much. It’s as close as | can get to it without completely weirding out the guys. 
No, I’m not asking you to like it, or even be part of it. I’m just telling you what really turns 
me on. IF you were the husband in my life getting steamrollered by a rival...I'd do all the 
above and way more, but in the end, if you could tough it out, you would be the man 


among men in my eyes... 


... | didn't really have time to post much today. It was non-stop. Did a bit of babysitting. | 
Feel you. Not what you wanted to hear, but these things happen. Talk about getting 
wiped out. | haven’t been this tired in years. I’m ready for bed. Seriously. | did drop what | 
thought was a super witty bomb on some dude today though while | was in the grocery 
store. He was trying to be all smooth and asked if | wanted to catch the sunset on the 


beach with him and his friends. | replied, ‘Watching things go down isn't my thing. I'm 
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more into things that go up.’ He got a little lost for words after that. 20 yr olds...they 


think they have the world by the balls until they don’t! 


| like the thought of Fucking 20 to 30 year olds. (Yes I’m Fifty Fucking six! What of it?) | 
think | look good with their dick in my mouth. | was thinking about that after the short 
little conversation | had with the smooth dude in the grocery store. He would have 
looked good inside of me. | have a solid mental picture of him slipping it in me missionary 
style. | love the surprised look they get the second the head of their dick gets past my 
pussy lips and slips deep in me. Like they had no idea that was going to happen. Then, 
after a minute or two, if they last that long, they get their confidence up and then they 


breed me like they own me. | like that. Just saying. 


Where to go now? I've been texting with my new BBC buddy. He wants to get together 
tonight but | can’t. I’m beat and, honestly, his stupid big dick has left me bow-legged and 
my guts Feel like they lifted weights For the first time. They are sore like that. So, | told 
him tomorrow. He’s going to get back to me. Says he has to go out with his parents First. 
It seems Funny a twenty-year-old has a dick that big. | wonder if | should ask his parents if 
he can impale me again? | should hook up with his dad and see what he’s packing. | don’t 
even remember what he looks like but | could tell you about every wrinkle and vein on 


his cock. I'll keep you posted. 


Yes. Paul Fucked me last night. He had a great time. All| got out of it was the satisfaction 
of knowing my pussy was still a massive gape and the only thing | Felt was Paul’s dick 
poking around now and then. It was boring but Paul enjoyed it. | didn’t have the heart to 


tell him no yesterday. He made me cum so hard less than a week ago. Goes to show you 
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that if you cheat with a guy that has a giant dick...it can fuck up the sex with your 
husband or boyfriend big time. It Feels reasonably tight again today. By morning | think it 
will be all back to normal. But then | am trying to set up a date to do it all over again. | 
shouldn’t...but | can’t help myself. | want to make it disappear in my guts and be 


comfortable when it bottoms out. It’s no longer a challenge. It’s a crusade... 


... SO, |am going to put that stupid big BBC in my hole later this afternoon. Right here in 
my house. He’s coming over at 3. I’m looking forward to the challenge and review of the 
utter destruction he is going to make of my pussy. No. He’s not going in my ass. That 


would take a girl out. Seriously. 


Save the Future. Become a MILF breeder. How's it work? It’s simple. Breed her, knock her 
up, make her husband raise your kid. Maybe pop a nut in her from time to time over the 
years just to let her know she’s still your property. I’ve always liked the thought of that. 
Sometimes | rub one out to that scenario. | wish they would make a major motion picture 
along that storyline. I’d pay to see that one. | have a friend who has 3 kids. They are the 
worst. They yell and scream 24/7 and demand everything. Somehow, she just ignores all 
of this. Someone bought them mini air horns without her knowing about it. She was 
Furious. I’m guessing that was a hint sent her way about the state of her 3 demons. Good 


move to whoever it was. 


| hate when people ignore me. Don’t answer my calls or texts. | don’t call or text that 
many people or that often. So when | don’t hear back in a day or so, I’m thinking, ‘Sure, 
keep on ignoring me...I'll just Fuck your Mom. IF she’s not available, I'll Fuck your dad 


instead.’ That’s mean. | like the thought of it...I just hate the way it sounds... 
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... Bayley, you're married. | saw you with a guy the other day. He’s in the videos! Yes, yes, 
he is. And would you care if | was married? Would you stick it in my married pussy? I’m 
glad I’m married. IF | wasn’t married and someone asked me to marry him, | would. Why? 
So | could cheat on him officially. I'm serious. | absolutely love to come home to a 
husband with an ass Full of 20-year-old sperm and sit on his lap. When he asked me 
where the wet spot was from | would tell him to take one big guess. So here’s to being 
married! Here’s to being the cheating wife for real. What really needs to be asked is: IF 
you met me would you still Fuck my married pussy? Just snatch it from him and make it 


yours. Think ‘long and hard’ about it!... 


... [want to tell you a sexy story. | would love to tell you a sexy story. | have a sexy story. 
Here it goes. | Found a huge BBC, and | do mean huge, last night at a bar in town | was 
just cruising hoping for a chance meeting. This huge BBC was attached to a 23 year old 
kid. It had to be over a Foot long. It wasn’t Fat, but it wasn't thin either, just amazingly 
long. When | dropped to my knees to suck it...it seemed like his balls were a mile away. It 
got so hard. | don't know if that was his age or just how his dick worked. In hindsight, | 
wish it would have been softer. | sank that cock in my guts and, just working it inside, it 
rearranged me in ways that shouldn't be possible. Two-thirds of the way in, it truly Felt 
like it was inside my stomach. It's scary, but it's also something | couldn't stop either. | 
had to know. | sat on top of him and it took me several minutes to get it entirely inside 
me. | got it in. Balls deep. It hurt. It hurt a lot. But | had to know. Now | know. | can't even 
tell you what the head of his cock was pushing on. It wasn't comfortable but it also 
wasn't unpleasant either. | didn't have long to explore the sensations because he 
unloaded inside me almost the second | got him balls-deep in me. That made him push 


up and pound me a bit which caused some fairly intense pain. But it made me cum as 
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well. | can’t tell you why; it just did. We both came so Fast | never got the chance to see if 
| would adjust to him being balls deep. So | left him inside of me. The only problem with 
that was his dick started softening up. It slipped out of me pretty quickly. So as | sit here 
this morning, still sore, | wonder if | would have ever adjusted to over a foot of thick 
black cock altering my internal structure. | say altering because | Feel altered this 
morning. | won't say it's not painful, but | won't say it's not pleasant either. | Feel like a 
true woman if I'm being honest. My insides are a giant gape of a hole now, as they should 
be. | wish | had more time to experiment with his dick. | want to know if he is the guy who 
will physically alter me permanently so I'll never ever be the same again For all the guys | 
consider regular Fucks. | dream about being physically transformed like that. | think it 
would empower me to get permanently holed. Hopefully, I'll get that chance. He lives up 
the coast a ways, just around the corner from me. He seems interested in me so, 


hopefully, we will hook up again. | need to text him. See what's ‘up.’ 


| was supposed to Fuck Paul today. He will read this so he may not be too happy with me. 
His dick will definitely not Fit anymore - which is awesome for me. Not so much for him. 
We would need to wait a few days before | could feel him again after that black beast of 
a dick. I'm pretty sore now but I'm still thinking I'd like to slip Paul's cock inside of me so 
that | can feel how small he is compared to my guy From yesterday. IF we fuck, it will be 
missionary so that | can look at his Face. See his expression when he realizes | can't feel 
his dick. I'm sure I'll cum just from that. I'm getting wet thinking about it. | love watching 
how guys' egos and emotions change when they realize they have been replaced by a 
superior cock. Shit. | have gone and turned myself on. Now | really want to Fuck Paul. I'll 
let you know. Actually, Paul will let you know. As | said, he's a subscriber and reads all this 


crap | type out. He may never talk to me again. | think | may have said | wouldn't fuck 
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anyone else. That didn't work out too well. You got to keep me busy in the bedroom. 


Otherwise, I'll Keep myself busy... 


... [went out last night and met a super attractive 20-something. | was so down to slurp 
on his dong as soon as he grinned. And then he wouldn't stop asking about getting mea 
drink. | said no like a dozen times but he still tried all the tricks guys and girls use to get 
me to drink like that was going to change my mind. When nothing works, they try to use 
shame to get me to drink. | was a guaranteed win for him. | would have done things to his 
cock he hasn't even thought of yet. Hell, | got a Few years on his mom. | know a thing or 
two. Especially when it cums to dicks. Fuck me. Here | am. I'm ranting over a 20 year old 
that pushed booze on me all night long. All | wanted to do was suck the cum out of his 
balls. That was it. He was too dumb to figure that out, and by the time he did...! was too 
pissed off to want to. So I'm cranky this morning. The only thing | wanted to Feel sliding 
down my throat last night was a chunky, slimy, Fresh load of sperm. Ding Dong was too 
busy trying to get me to do tequila shots when he could have had me doing shots of his 


jizz. 


So, | went home and had Scott rub one out while telling him he didn't Feel like my 
husband anymore. | was happy being just a sex toy for big Bob and eager lay Paul. | had 
him empty his balls on my leg and then watched him eat his sperm. | rubbed one out, 


thinking about that after he left. So the night wasn't a complete bummer after all. 


... Good morning horny people in my computer! Just porning around this morning. 
Ended up getting a bit turned on. Occupational hazard. So | was going through my DMs, 


and it turns out a guy | gave head to in Scott's truck is now in the group. Ed is his name. It 
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came back to me when he mentioned it again. It's always good to know the name of the 
guy that Fed you sperm. That way, if you ever have a thirst for sperm, you know who to 
call. Scott spilled the beans about my little cocksucking session to one of my Friends and 
now she's gossiping about me being a total whore. They're saying I'm careless, having 
sex with whoever, whenever. Yup, she's spot on. I'm definitely a bit of a sex maniac, but 
hey, it's what | do. It gives me joy, and if she believes her views on my sexual carelessness 
are significant... they're not. | never understood the whole you can't suck a dick or you're 
a whore thing. | mean, who made that crap up? Some dude whose girl ended up sucking 
his best friend's dick at their wedding... that's who. Man, I'm ranting. It's what | do. You 
don't care about this crap. | do care that | Found ‘Ed’ and immediately blew him in Scott's 
truck. That's a good thing. He's from upstate so | won't be seeing him much. He's going 
to school out there so he's a busy kid. He's 22. | didn't know that. | thought he was like 
30. | should have worn my glasses. | Felt his cum tasted fresh. Like a 22 year old’s cum 
would be. You must have sampled more than a few loads of sperm to know what I'm 
talking about, so I'll let that go. Anyway, | know Ed will show up a Few more times until 
having me drain his balls has lost its amazement, and then it will slow down to me 
getting his dick inside me once a year. I'm good with that. | better be. He is reading this 


just like you are... 


... So | have news. | made Scott watch me jerk a guy's dick off with my mouth last night. 
He didn't want to watch, but | made him. He sat in the Front seat of his truck, and | let 
some dude use my mouth like it was a cunt in the back seat. | made sure we sat in the 
middle so he could see between the front seats. | made eye contact with Scott while a 
guy | didn't even know held my head and fucked my Face. His dick, smaller than Scott's, 


poked down my throat and made my eyes water and my nose run. He used my throat 
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until he emptied his sperm into my belly. | saw Scott staring at me when my head was 
Finally released, and the cock slid out of my throat. | had sperm pouring out of my mouth, 
snot running out of my nose, and my eyes completely teared up. | loved every second. 
This guy had owned me completely. That defeated Scott. Which made my night 
completely. | treat Scott like a pet. Which is nothing new. He's been doing what | want 
For years. It turns me on to spread my legs and offer my pussy to another man in Front of 
him. Not just offer my pussy, but beg guys | have known for less than ten minutes to 
breed me. | Feel like a savage, and it's super humiliating For him. | think | have ruined him, 
if I'm being honest. He can't perform sexually with anyone else. When he left me a year 
back because | wouldn't stop Fucking other guys, he hooked up with a girl | know. She 
confided they never fucked. He had to use dildos on her because his dick wouldn't get 
hard. She told me after he got her off, he would beat his limp dick until he pumped some 
jizz out. She was amazed he could cum with a soft cock. Her story put a big smile on my 
Face. | enjoy knowing he can't get his cock hard unless it's For me. | can assure you his dick 
was like steel last night. | touched it after | drank the random guy's sperm last night. | 
even stroked it For a few minutes because it looked so inviting. | thought about sliding it 
inside of me. | wanted to feel that cum moving up through his dick and into me. But that 
also brings up a whole other problem for Scott and me. Paul said no. He has specifically 
asked me not to Fuck Scott. He doesn't even want Scott to see me naked. That's a bit far 
For me, so | bend the rules a bit, and though | feel bad about touching Scott's dick, it 
looked so good | couldn't help myself. But | don't want to ruin it with Paul. | enjoy having 
two guys that | have Feelings for. | enjoy making Scott the loser in the hierarchy of cocks. 
| enjoy seeing his face when | tell him that Paul means more to me than he does. | enjoy 


seeing his cock trying to punch a hole through his pants when | tell him Paul is my man 
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now, not him. It hits me so hard that | give myself to Paul on a massive level to keep 


pushing things Further. The cums | have are too intense to give it up. 


The good thing is, I've been doing this for years now. I've trained Scott well. He's a 
perfect little cuckold. How do | train a guy to be a cuckold like that? It's the complete 
opposite of what you think. | don't ignore him or hold back. | take care of his needs. | give 
him what he wants, always making sure he wants more. | make him an addict. Then, when 
he is completely hooked, only then do | withhold, and then he will do anything to please 
me. | use his weakness against him. Being made to watch or even just knowing I'm out 
getting pumped by another guy deflates him. Coming home and telling him how much | 
enjoyed another man's cock keeps his part of the relationship alive, which pumps him 
back up. It's a constant up and down for him. Hopefully, he loves it as much as | do. | tell 
him it's For his own good. He needs to learn to control his lust. Cleaning the sperm that 
pumped out of another man's testicles off his car seats is just the tool to make that 
happen. You do not know how | wish | knew how that felt emotionally. | can guess, but 
wiping up jizz From another man that dripped out of your woman seems like it would be 
such a massive kick in the nuts. But it also seems like it is such a rush that he can't stop 
doing it. | want to know what that Feels like. | don't think it's possible because | won't 
have the same emotions. I'm not jealous. | would be thrilled if Paul came over and said he 
was Fucking someone younger and better. I'd want details and an invitation. I'd be okay if 
he said he would trade me for her. Shit happens. I'll Find another dick. So I'm not wired to 
Feel the sexual emotions and anxiety I'm putting Scott through. | can see it's frazzled his 
brain in terrible ways and in ways that are utter heaven simultaneously. Truthfully, I'm 


jealous of him! He gets to have those Feelings. | don't. | want to Feel those things too!... 
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... So, | went out with Paul. He did empty his testicles in my ass, which was much tighter 
For him today. That made him happy. Then he took me to a BBQ which was nice of him. 
Not required, but nice of him. | mentioned to him that his sperm was leaking out of my 
asshole, and he was all, ‘Let's not talk about that here, okay?’ It was kind of cute but also 
slightly uptight. He didn’t mind mentioning it when he had me bent over the chair in my 
house and was plundering my asshole with his dick. He announced quite loudly and 
repeatedly that he was about to spray my intestines down with cum. | got more to say 
about Paul. Things took an awkward turn, but I'll get into that later after | sit down, leak 


some more of his cum out of my asshole, and see where | want to go with him. 


So here | sit on a Friday night with a leaky ass. | obviously have already gotten Fucked. 
Wouldn't mind maybe sucking a dick dry, but nobody is really available. I'm seriously 
considering going solo and seeing what's out there. FYI, I'm a bit bored and Fidgety right 
now. Still horny. The ass fucking was very good. | didn’t cum, but that was my Faulk. | 
didn’t want to interrupt Paul’s orgasm and try to hold him off. | Figured I'd get myself of F 
Feeling his jizz swim around in my guts. But now I'm thinking | should have at the very 
least masturbated in front of him. I'm in the mood for a partner to watch me get off 


tonight. I'll Keep you posted!... 


... It’s Monday, and Paul will pump his cum inside me later today. He’s still standoffish 
about having to take sloppy seconds from Bob, my married businessman friend with a 
huge white dick who calls me his cum sponge and treats me like it, but he will get past 
that. There is a hierarchy, and Paul isn’t at the top. It’s not Paul's Fault. Bob just has the 
better cock and is more proficient at using it as well as the mental game to go along with 


it. Paul is still caught up in traditional type stuff. You know. The girl lays down, spreads 
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her legs, gets pumped, and then cleans up afterward. The guy is running the show. Paul 
needs to get used to the Fact that if anyone is running anything, it’s going to be me. 


Once he Figures that out, his dick will joyfully pump gallons of sperm into all my holes. 


Let's see, what else have we got going on? What's the scoop? Not too much. Somebody 
thought it was a good idea to start renovating a house at the crack of dawn. 6 AM wake- 
up call courtesy of hammers. | don't know what's going on there. Ever notice it’s not a 
bunch of hot studs or hot chicks banging away on a house? | should start a “Bikini 
Landscape” service. It's pretty self-explanatory...bikinis all around. | have my doubts that 
it'll work. Most dudes, the actual people who want to see the chicks in bikinis, won't be 
at home. They will be at work. It's a good theme for a porn or a late night R rated skin 


Flick though. 


What's my Favorite R rated adult movie? Animal Instincts. You would have to look it up. 
Probably very hard to find these days. It’s about a cop who watches his wife Fuck other 
guys. | know...kind of weird, but it is what it is. | liked it and watched it a hundred times. | 
would rub one out on the couch every time it came on. I'd like to see it again, but it’s 
nowhere to be found. | have looked For it several times over the years but it’s a no go. I'd 
like to Fuck a cop but how to lead on up the alley and into my waiting cunt without 


getting arrested first? Its a conundrum!... 


... I'm in my car watching a guy walk out of an eatery. I’m staring at his crotch. I'm not 
sure why | do it so much. | guess it's because | just want to know what his cock looks like. 
| do it all the time, sit in parking lots or even parked in the street, and just stare at 


crotches and cocks. I'm just curious. I'm a girl and I'm curious about what a guy is packing. 
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It's Funny; | assign an imaginary dick to each guy | pick out. Some are massive and scary. 
Some are tiny and cute. | know it's odd, but | stare at dicks as you, if you’re a guy, stare at 
tits. So please don't act like I'm the only whack job in the room. | wonder what it would 
Feel like deep inside me? | wonder if | could take it? | wonder if I'd like it? I'm curious if 
he'd be the one to Finally Fuck me into submission. The ultimate cock kind of scenario. 
What? A girl can dream. Do you know what else | want to do? | want to be a waitress ora 
bartender and, when | find a hot guy, | must know what his dick looks like. Then | want to 
ask him if | can get him anything else...a blowjob, maybe? Then, while he decides, I'll 
stand there and look at his crotch. Maybe touch my mound a bit to entice. IF only that 
were socially acceptable...| would be in there like swimwear. Just saying. Man, minds 
work in weird ways, don't they? | don't know why that gets me wet, but it does. Oh well, 
better to be wet than dry... that's my motto! This phone keyboard is too hard to type on, 


so back to staring at imaginary dicks.” 


Le Marquis de Sade: The Politics of Sex and Nature 


“DOLMANCE: The imagination is the spur of delights... all depends upon it, it is the 
mainspring of everything; now, is it not by means of the imagination one knows joy? Is it 


not of the imagination that there come the most piquant delights? 


MADAME DE SAINT-ANGE—Indeed; but let Eugénie beware thereof; the imagination 
serves us not save when our mind is absolutely free of prejudices: but a single one will 
suffice to chill it. This capricious portion of our mind is so libertine nothing can restrain 


it; its greatest triumph, its most eminent delights, come of exceeding all limits imposed 
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upon it; of all regularity it is an enemy, it worships disorder, idolizes whatever wears the 


brand of crime;.. 


EUGENIE—Then, by allowing this imagination to stray, by according it the freedom to 
overstep those ultimate boundaries religion, decency, humaneness, virtue, in a word, all 
our pretended obligations would like to prescribe to it, is it not possible that the 


imagination’s extravagances would be prodigious?” 


— from Le Marquis de Sade’s “Philosophy in the Boudoir” 


Thus Far we have considered a deliberate collaborative Fiction and the blogs which 
describe the real thoughts and experiences of a living and sexually active woman. Now, 
however, | turn to one infamous for 250 years for debauchery, both his own and 
imagined. Le Marquis de Sade spent almost exactly half of his life past 20 years of age 
incarcerated. In some cases this was as a response to outrages early in his life (either to 
public morals or against actual people) he was imagined to have carried out (and which, 
in some cases, led to him being on the run). Later on it was more the case that he was 
kept under lock and key (from which he sometimes escaped!) because the authorities 
simply did not want his extremely libertine ideas — into which he would lean quite 
considerably in print - widely published or continually practiced in further imagined 
outrages. Le Marquis de Sade, in fact, became an embarrassment to his wife and family 
(and not least his wife’s Family, his mother-in-law, La Presidente de Montreuil, becoming 
one of those most eager to see him under lock and key) and eventually to those various 
governments of the latter half of the eighteenth century who would run France. Various 


means, both legal and extra-judicial, were used to imprison him in various jails or 
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madhouses. Sade, once his proclivities and desires became clear, was never thereafter 
safe From imprisonment. He could, of course, have toned things down and been more 
circumspect. But this, apparently, was not his way, his absolute commitment to his 
libertine beliefs and ideas being one of the most notable things about him. In prison, 
unable to most freely engage his extreme and indiscreet passions, about which he 
seemingly cared so much, he turned to becoming a writer. Thus, he produced letters, 
philosophical dialogues and plays which still have worth today (being produced in 
circumstances which would themselves make quite a story!) and which showcase both 
the breadth of his diabolical sexual imagination but also in such a way as to implicate 
both politics and the human being’s appreciation of themselves and their place in the 
world. If, in his time period, there were philosophers (such as Diderot or Voltaire or 
Rousseau) who were working hard to replace religious superstition with reason then Le 
Marquis de Sade himself was working to replace reason with the body and its passions as 


a matter of a libertine materialist nature itself. 


We see this, in my First example, in a short philosophical dialogue Sade wrote in prison in 
1782. “Dialogue between a Priest and a Dying Man” is exactly as it sounds and it serves 
to Function as a concise precis of Sade’s naturalistic and materialistic views and some of 
their consequences. This is not one of those works of Sade (of which there are several) 
which contain horrors (I will deal with one that does shortly) and neither did he include it 
in a 1788 list of his works he wrote up and with which he wished to be publicly 
associated. Nevertheless, it does suggest beliefs and attitudes, upon which Sade was 
most insistent, and which we will Find pushed to more dogmatic extremes elsewhere in 


his writing. 
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It should be noted, first of all and most strongly, that Sade was a very convicted atheist. 
This atheism had far-reaching consequences for it meant that Sade consequently 
disavowed all religion (not least that a Frenchman might be most acquainted with — 
Christianity) but also all morality (which, For hundreds of years in France as in Europe 
more generally, had been a Christian-indoctrinated morality). As we will see, we may 
consequently say many things about Sade but we will not, | think, be able to call him a 
hypocrite — for Sade, having kicked the very idea of divine authority and any morality 
based on such an idea into touch, does not then find some weasel words elsewhere in his 
arguments and philosophies to let them in again by the back door or a side window. 
What Sade despatches, he does not readmit. And to hell with the consequences. Thus, in 
the Richard Seaver and Austryn Wainhouse translation of this dialogue that | comment 
upon now, the authors are correct to point out “the audacity and uncompromising 


nature of Sade’s mind”. 


The dialogue is set in the context of a man on his deathbed confronted by the priest 
come to seek his last confession. (I assume this priest is imagined to be Roman Catholic 
as this was the official religion of the French state at the time.) Our dying man states 
that he does indeed repent of his sins but the priest, understanding this to be that which 
he expects to hear — words which flatter the prejudices of his Faith, misunderstands the 


dying man’s words which he goes on to explicate thusly: 


“By Nature created, created with very keen tastes, with very strong passions; placed on this 
earth for the sole purpose of yielding to them and satisfying them, and these effects of my 
creation being naught but necessities directly relating to Nature’s fundamental designs or, 


if you prefer, naught but essential derivatives proceeding from her intentions in my regard, 


89 


all in accordance with her laws, | repent not having acknowledged her omnipotence as fully 
as | might have done, | am only sorry for the modest use | made of the faculties (criminal in 
your view, perfectly ordinary in mine) she gave me to serve her; | did sometimes resist her, | 
repent it. Misled by your absurd doctrines, with them for arms | mindlessly challenged the 
desires instilled in me by a much diviner inspiration, and thereof do | repent: | only plucked 
an occasional flower when I might have gathered an ample harvest of fruit—such are the 
just grounds for the regrets | have, do me the honour of considering me incapable of 


harbouring any others.” 


What is this to say? It is to say that Sade’s dying man denies God and puts “Nature” in his 
place, imagining that he is formed according to Nature’s self-propagating and self- 
maintaining designs rather than those of any deity. The dying man, in Fact, goes on to 
argue to the priest that, should we imagine Nature is sufficient unto itself (as he does), 
then gods simply become superfluous. Nature thus imagined, needs no overlord. 
Religion, the worship of God (especially the Christian one), the dying man then regards 


as inauthentic dogma or wilful blindness. As he then argues: 


“My friend, prove to me that matter is inert and | will grant you a creator, prove to me that 
Nature does not suffice to herself and I'll let you imagine her ruled by a higher force; until 
then, expect nothing from me, | bow to evidence only, and evidence | perceive only through 


my senses: my belief goes no farther than they, beyond that point my faith collapses.” 


Sade’s dying man is then a very empirical man, a physical man of the senses and their 
reason who accepts not miracles or faith. He believes in what he can see, hear, smell, 


taste and touch. Here “god is superfluous” and an obvious fiction, a “machine you 
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Fabricated” as he says to the priest. The dying man goes onto explain his current 


predicament thus: 


“good friends and on the best terms have we ever been, this soul and I, so Nature wished it 
to be; as it is, so she expressly modelled it, for my soul is the result of the dispositions she 
formed in me pursuant to her own ends and needs; and as she has an equal need of vices 
and of virtues, whenever she was pleased to move me to evil, she did so, whenever she 
wanted a good deed from me, she roused in me the desire to perform one, and even so | did 
as | was bid. Look nowhere but to her workings for the unique cause of our fickle human 
behaviour, and in her laws hope to find no other springs than her will and her 


requirements.” 


“Nature”, then, is all for this dying man and no vestige of “God” remains for him to 
consider, this subject being, for him, all a matter of “fanaticism and stupidity”. In this 
respect it is interesting that one reason the dying man does not believe in God is 
because, should he blaspheme said deity, that deity’s wrath does not forthwith thunder 
down in judgment upon him. OF what reality, thinks the dying man, can such a God be 
who does never defend even his own honour as his creations routinely insult and deny 
him? The dying man, then, concludes that no such God exists. Thereafter, the dying man 
makes arguments as to the Fabulous nature of said God and the paucity of the proofs the 
believer offers in his Favour (prophecies, miracles, martyrs). Asked of what then awaits 
him in this natural universe without a God by the priest, the dying man responds that it is 
simply the regenerative nothingness of nature in which “nothing is lost” but all is merely 


transformed. In such a universe the dying man imagines that neither the responsibility 
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For virtues nor vices can be laid at his door for “the ultimate responsibility is not mine”. 


He continues: 


“We are the pawns of an irresistible force, and never for an instant is it within our power to 
do anything but make the best of our lot and forge ahead along the path that has been 
traced for us. There is not a single virtue which is not necessary to Nature and conversely 
not a single crime which she does not need and it is in the perfect balance she maintains 
between the one and the other that her immense science consists; but can we be guilty for 
adding our weight to this side or that when it is she who tosses us onto the scales? No more 


so than the hornet who thrusts his dart into your skin.” 


We can see here how the dying man’s atheism leads him towards a consequent rejection 
of morality too. But this is not absolute and is neither a craven praise of either rampant 
immorality or criminality (in this particular case). He conceives that states may proscribe 
certain behaviours or acts and considers the possibility of consequences from engaging 
in them regardless as enough of a deterrent (we might call this a law of actions and 
consequences). We should, he then thinks, avoid crime but “through reason” which, in his 
explanation, amounts to this law of actions and consequences just mentioned (if | 
commit a crime it may have the consequence that others seek their justice against me) 
and an appropriately personal sense of pragmatism in regard to what we do (if | want to 
live a free and peaceful life then | should probably not go around riling up those who 
might seek to take my freedom or my peace or both). The dying man then states (in a 


way Sade, in later works, never could!): 
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“the entirety of human morals is contained in this one phrase: Render others as happy as 
one desires oneself to be, and never inflict more pain upon them than one would like to 
receive at their hands. There you are, my friend, those are the only principles we should 
observe, and you need neither god nor religion to appreciate and subscribe to them, you 


need only have a good heart.” 


Thus, he concludes: 


“Renounce the idea of another world; there is none, but do not renounce the pleasure of 
being happy and of making for happiness in this. Nature offers you no other way of 


doubling your existence, of extending it.” 


To this end, the dying man informs the priest that six women are waiting in the next 
room and that he intends to enjoy them as his last act alive before he takes his leave. He 
bids the priest join him in the feast (consequently abandoning what, For the dying man, 
has been his superstition and taking up his own naturalistic ideas). The priest acquiesces, 


seemingly overcome by the dying man’s logic. 


We now jump forward thirteen years to 1795 when Sade, who has miraculously survived 
the opening years of the French Revolution (he was imprisoned in the Bastille in 1789 
but moved from this pivotal location merely days before it would be stormed on July 
14") publishes a further dialogue called Philosophy in the Boudoir, another text which is 
pretty much as its title suggests, containing both much philosophy and much boudoir 
activity between its several players. This text is one of the Four known texts Sade 


produced now regarded as his major works (the others being The 120 Days of Sodom, the 
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various versions of Justine and the literal sister work to that latter text, Juliette). 
Philosophy in the Boudoir, in Fact, was published anonymously as having been written as 
“a posthumous work of the author of Justine” because, given the often extreme nature 
of Sade’s writing (of which these latter three works are perfect examples), he had works 
he wished to be publicly known for and those whose authorship he wished to be more 
opaque about — for purposes of his personal liberty (which ended up failing in any case 
as he was ultimately imprisoned once more for authoring Juliette and thereafter never 


released again before he died). 


Philosophy in the Boudoir is, in Fact, a much more extreme work than “Dialogue between 
a Priest and a Dying Man” — although we will see the position Sade set out there in that 
brief Former dialogue present and further amplified within it. The setting, in this case, is 
the boudoir of a libertine, Madame de Saint-Ange, who gathers other libertines to her, 
particularly the imagined Sade surrogate in the dialogue, Dolmancé, For the training of a 
15 year old girl by the name of Eugénie de Mistival (the name is not random as Eugénie 
itself means “well bred” — and she is about to be) along the path of libertinage. Added to 
this cast, will be the young man, Augustin, a gardener also engaged of libertine training 
by Madame de Saint-Ange, Le Chevalier, Madame de Saint-Ange’s brother who still 
wrestles with his soul in regard to sexual cruelty, and Eugénie’s unhappy mother, 
Madame de Mistival, who suffers a cruel, ugly and vicious Fate as the book’s climax (quite 
literally so, in fact). The book itself is arranged as seven dialogues, unequal in length and 
importance, with the fifth dialogue being taken up mostly by a political pamphlet 
Dolmancé claims to have acquired in the street on his way to the boudoir. This pamphlet, 
since become Famous in its own right under its title “Yet Another Effort, Frenchmen, IF 


You Would Become Republicans”, attempts to place the general thesis of the whole text 
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(which is considerably sexually libertarian in content) in the context of a political 
pamphlet relevant to the contemporary situation in then revolutionary France. (I have 
reproduced this pamphlet, with my own commentary and interpretation, elsewhere 
separately.) It is For this reason, in Fact, that | am discussing Sade’s views and attitudes in 
this section of my own book. For Sade’s sexual proclivities, often cruel and unusual as 
they are, exist in the context of a particular philosophy, political as well as existential, 
and so its entanglements must be exposed to some light, and thought about in some 
detail, as a result - pursuant to the rest of the contents of my own book, in regard to 


which they are hardly irrelevant. 


Before engaging in the details of this text — and its sexual and political imaginary — it 
should be noted that in it Sade offers myriad views. It is not at all to be presumed that 
any coherent theory of either sex or politics can be made out of them. Indeed, as Sade 


scholar Maurice Heine once noted: 


“It is with the individual, with the countless individuals who go to make up human societies, 
that Sade has placed the only organic strength these societies may possess....He offers a 
withering criticism of any social restraints which reduce to whatever slight degree the 
activity of the incoercible human element. In his eyes, the only thing which will lead him to 
accept not a social pact but a social compromise—which can be denounced and renewed at 
any time—is the self-interest of the individual. For him, any society which fails to 


understand this fundamental truth is destined to perish.” 


This pricks my ears up For it reminds me of another who | have studied in the past in the 


context of anarchy, one Max Stirner, the spokesman of egoism. Indeed, | can record with 
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genuine authenticity that at numerous points throughout Philosophy in the Boudoir, and 
especially in the speeches of Dolmancé, that | heard echoes of Stirner’s egoism of “one’s 
own” and one’s “selfishness”. We must here with Sade, as also in the case of Stirner, be 
most careful how we interpret this. To do so moralistically — which both would hate — will 
only be to misunderstand it on its own terms. We may, of course, end up rejecting it in 
either case but to do so having misunderstood it in the first place would be an 
intellectual crime on our part which did us no Favours. | will then, | hope, attempt at least 
to explain what Sade means when he says often extreme and even objectionable things 


in what Follows. 


Sade then begins Philosophy in the Boudoir by addressing his text “to libertines”. | quote 


this opening address in full: 


“Voluptuaries of all ages, of every sex, it is to you only that | offer this work; nourish 
yourselves upon its principles: they favour your passions, and these passions, whereof coldly 
insipid moralists put you in fear, are naught but the means Nature employs to bring man to 
the ends she prescribes to him; harken only to these delicious promptings, for no voice save 


that of the passions can conduct you to happiness. 


Lewd women, let the voluptuous Saint-Ange be your model; after her example, be heedless 


of all that contradicts pleasure’s divine laws, by which all her life she was enchained. 


You young maidens, too long constrained by a fanciful Virtue’s absurd and dangerous bonds 
and by those of a disgusting religion, imitate the fiery Eugénie; be as quick as she to 


destroy, to spurn all those ridiculous precepts inculcated in you by imbecile parents. 
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And you, amiable debauchees, you who since youth have known no limits but those of your 
desires and who have been governed by your caprices alone, study the cynical Dolmancé, 
proceed like him and go as far as he if you too would travel the length of those flowered 
ways your lechery prepares for you; in Dolmancé’s academy be at last convinced it is only by 
exploring and enlarging the sphere of his tastes and whims, it is only by sacrificing 
everything to the senses’ pleasure that this individual, who never asked to be cast into this 
universe of woe, that this poor creature who goes under the name of Man, may be able to 


sow a smattering of roses atop the thorny path of life.” 


Here already we have concisely Framed clues as to Sade’s predilections and beliefs, a 
world of “passions”, desire and “Nature”. This is, similarly, an egoistic world — free of 
gods and morals — and so one which reminds us immediately of both Max Stirner and, 
indeed, Friedrich Nietzsche (neither of whom were nearly as sexually interested as Sade) 
and their selForganising ways. Here Sade’s “only the passions can conduct you to 
happiness” describes a very nature-Funded authenticity of life in which one’s own 
desires, and their satisfaction, are all-important. With no god-like authority or moral 
guard rails to hang onto or to be restrained by what is then stopping one from satiating 


them at will? (And what reason would one then have to want to?) 


The opening dialogue of Philosophy in the Boudoir takes place between one Madame de 
Saint-Ange, a 26 year old libertine woman in whose boudoir the book is to be set, and 
her brother, Le Chevalier de Mirvel. Although brother and sister, their relationship is 
both sexual and determined by both of their commitments to libertinage, sexual liberty 
set Free from moral constraint. The first dialogue sets out that the Madame has 


corrupted a father of one Eugénie de Mistival (by sexually seducing him and leading him 
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on), a 15 year old girl, in order to procure her for libertine exploits and training. Also 
invited to the boudoir is one Dolmancé, a 36 year old libertine of some experience who is 
to be Eugénie’s pre-eminent teacher in sexual liberty and is presented as a thoroughly 
convinced practitioner of the same. The “philosophy” in this boudoir is primarily to be 
his. Some take the view that, in this text, Dolmancé is the Marquis de Sade surrogate 
who speaks on behalf of the author's views. |, however, disagree with this in that the 
entire narrative springs from Sade’s mind and he creates every character From his own 
imagination. All the characters are Sade and all are worked by him as puppets for his own 
views. Not least is this true of the 15 year old Eugénie who speaks as someone far 
beyond her possible years or experience in a way that one wonders if it might not be so 
over the top that the point of it is not to take her seriously as a realistic character, the 
narrative then becoming an imaginative Fantasy meant to transport us into a different 
frame of mind that we may be able to imagine it for ourselves. That said, some things 
(such as any “philosophy” uttered in the text) are much more authentic and here Sade 


speaks from the heart. 


For example, in the first dialogue, in which Madame de Saint-Ange and her brother, Le 
Chevalier, discuss the upcoming events, the Madame, regaling us of her beliefs and 
disposition, states that, “it is useless to think of imposing limits or restraints upon 
oneself” in regard to sexual liberty. Her concern is to ask if a sexual relationship is 
“worthy of my imagination” — by which she means her sexual imagination unbound by 


moral notions. She tells her brother of her intentions towards Eugénie: 


“Be certain I'll spare nothing to pervert her, degrade her, demolish in her all the false ethical 


notions with which they may already have been able to dizzy her; in two lessons, | want to 
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render her as criminal as am |...as impious...as debauched, as depraved. Notify Dolmancé, 
explain everything to him immediately he gets here so that his immoralities’ poison, 
circulating in this young spirit together with the venom | shall inject, will in the shortest 


possible time wither and still all the seeds of virtue that, but for us, might germinate there.” 


For his own part, Le Chevalier can tell his sister (in quite clear echoes of Sade’s 


philosophy of nature): 


“Is man master of his penchants? One must feel sorry for those who have strange tastes, 
but never insult them. Their wrong is Nature's too; they are no more responsible for having 
come into the world with tendencies unlike ours than are we for being born bandy-legged 


or well-proportioned.” 


One then, in the philosophy native to this particular boudoir, cannot be held responsible 
For one’s desires or proclivities. They are “natural” and that is an origin no one can 


impugn. One has no grounds For it. 


The action begins proper in the third dialogue (in the very short second dialogue all that 
happens in that Eugénie arrives to be greeted by the Madame and seems remarkably 
enthusiastic to begin her training) which is where the matter of Eugénie's training 
immediately proceeds apace. Entering into Madame de Saint-Ange’s boudoir we find 
that Dolmancé has already been admitted by Le Chevalier, ahead of his expected arrival 
time by Madame de Saint-Ange, in what is a subterfuge. This surprises the Madame and 
disturbs Eugénie. (Which is to say she feigns being disturbed as part of the plot. She is 


never a very convincing novice because her creator, Sade, knows too much.) As a 
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consequence, the training begins immediately and, in between extended philosophical 
discussions which | will highlight in numerous points shortly, physical demonstrations 
(sex scenes) are also given in various combinations involving the characters in the 
dialogues. So comprehensive and far-reaching is this philosophy that | must resort to 


using numbered points in order to relate many of its pertinent details as Follows: 


1. The first point to note most seriously is that what is being offered here is, in the 
Fullest sense, a philosophy or understanding of life itself. It is not a superficial philosophy 
or merely a set of excuses for libertinage for it includes reasoning in favour of atheism 
and immorality and an understanding of “Nature” — which is very important to Sade — as 
a part of it. Madame de Saint-Ange, in this dialogue, refers to Dolmancé's “philosophic 
understanding” as he orates it and it should be understood as exactly a “philosophic 
understanding”, something which applies to an understanding of life and, consequently, 


is regarded as something which affects and contextualises every aspect of it. 


2. We should note pretty much From the off here that Eugénie is 15 years old. Dolmancé, 
in this dialogue, openly refers to her as a “child” and, in the context of this character's 
philosophy, as well of that of all the other characters but one (notably this is her pious 
mother whose burdensome role in the story is to be the butt of a dark joke), that means 
little and changes nothing. Indeed, in the course of his philosophizing Dolmancé claims 
to have buggered a 7 year old boy in the recent past making Eugénie herself far From his 
youngest sexual conquest. (He, and other adult characters, take her both anally and 
vaginally in the text too.) For the deliberately immoral philosophy of Philosophy in the 


Boudoir, as we will come to see, this is no problem at all. You will be able to gauge what 
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Sade would think of moralist readers now outraged at this by continuing to read what 


Follows. 


3. It is arguable, even though, as we will see, Sade proffers numerous sexual rights to 
women that conservatives and moralists would withhold (and are actually engaged in 
currently trying to withhold) from them even today, that Philosophy in the Boudoir is a 
phallocentric text. This is perhaps not surprising in Catholic-dominated France in the late 
eighteenth century. As part of her training, for example, Madame de Saint-Ange 
Familiarises Eugénie with the penis by saying, “This sceptre of Venus you have before 
your eyes, Eugénie, is the primary agent of love’s pleasure”. In addition, the act of 
pleasure most revered in the text is anal penetration (“this most delicious pleasure of 
them all” according to the Madame) and the most revered form of that, at least in 
Dolmancé's eyes, is when it takes place between two males (both giving and receiving). 


This reflects Sade’s own views. 


4. The view of sex given throughout the text is anti-reproductive and pro “sex for 
pleasure”. This is probably deliberate (in that sex as ordained by the Church was the 
opposite — for reproduction and not for pleasure) in order to be deliberately contrary 
but is also in the service of the philosophy of sex of its writer. Thus, the Madame can say 
to Eugénie that, “A pretty girl ought simply to concern herself with Fucking, and never 
with engendering. No need to touch at greater length on what pertains to the dull 
business of population.” Consequently, although in the text we get a brief aside as to 
the possible dangers of pregnancy for women in sex, it is largely avoided as a subject, 


replaced by the numerous ways in which pleasure can be maximised and maintained. 
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Dolmancé, in Fact, will go on in the same dialogue to make “pleasure” something of a 


sacrament: “nothing must be as holy as pleasure.” 


Sade expands upon this view in the Fifth dialogue in relation to his view of Nature in the 


Following way: 


“Were it that Nature did naught but create, and never destroy, | might be able to believe, 
with those tedious sophists, that the sublimest of all actions would be incessantly to labour 
at production, and following that, | should grant, with them, that the refusal to reproduce 
would be, would perforce have to be, a crime; however, does not the most fleeting glance at 
natural operations reveal that destructions are just as necessary to her plan as are 
creations? That the one and the other of these functions are interconnected and enmeshed 
so intimately that for either to operate without the other would be impossible? That 
nothing would be born, nothing would be regenerated without destructions? Destruction, 
hence, like creation, is one of Nature's mandates... Ah! far from outraging Nature, on the 
contrary—and let us be well persuaded of it—, the sodomite and Lesbian serve her by 
stubbornly abstaining from a conjunction whose resultant progeniture can be nothing but 
irksome to her. Let us make no mistake about it, this propagation was never one of her 
laws, nothing she ever demanded of us, but at the very most something she tolerated; | 
have told you so. Why! what difference would it make to her were the race of men entirely 
to be extinguished upon earth, annihilated! She laughs at our pride when we persuade 
ourselves all would be over and done with were this misfortune to occur! Why, she would 
simply fail to notice it... The entire species might be wiped out and the air would not be the 
less pure for it, nor the Star less brilliant, nor the universe’s march less exact. What idiocy it 


is to think that our kind is so useful to the world that he who might not labour to propagate 
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it or he who might disturb this propagation would necessarily become a criminal! Let's bring 
this blindness to a stop and may the example of more reasonable peoples serve to persuade 


us of our errors.” 


5. Since pleasure has been so esteemed we might imagine that pain might not be - but 
that would be to ignore that which Sade has, ever since his demise, been most well 
known for: as one who took pleasure from causing pain, a phenomenon named after 
Sade as “Sadism”. There is no doubt (as this book shall later horrifically prove in a dark 
joke played on Eugénie's mother in the seventh and final dialogue) that Sade’s sexual 
tastes certainly included this but to restrict them to it is blindness on behalf of the 
commentator. Sade certainly thought, as he has Madame de Saint-Ange say here to 
Eugénie, that, “It has pleased Nature so to make us that we attain happiness only by way 
of pain” but that pain was never restricted to others by Sade. We know from his own 
biography that he was as willing to experience it himself as to cause it. What we can say, 
overall, is that Sade does not think pain must drive out pleasure nor pleasure drive out 
pain (which is superficial thinking). Indeed, it is in their union he sees productive 


possibilities. 


6. The book takes the view that contemporary society, in its moral prudery which, in the 
philosophy of the text, cannot be grounded in the empirical reality of Nature, is “unjust”. 
Thus, the view is held throughout that, in condemning libertines, such society condemns 


itself in the logic of the text’s own philosophy. 


7. A key point in this respect, oft repeated throughout by Dolmancé as a matter of 


course, is that Nature does not recommend “what offends her”. This is then the view 
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that what Nature allows, Nature does not condemn (“Nature” is here capitalised because 
Sade capitalises it). This is also discussed at some length in the pamphlet Dolmancé 
acquires on the way to the boudoir and which is read out to those assembled (who 


approve it). (See my appendix on this text in my appendices to this book.) 


8. The text contains a considerable amount of the philosophy of self-interest (or, more 
simply, “selfishness”) in a sense | would take to be egoistic in that sense described most 
famously by Max Stirner in his book Der Eigene und Sein Eigentum (“The Unique and Its 
Property”) as a making one’s own interests primary in a life without overarching moral or 


political concern (in a metanarratival sense). Here, for example, Dolmancé can say: 


“Nature has endowed each of us with a capacity for kindly feelings: let us not squander 
them on others. What to me are the woes that beset others? Have | not enough of my own 
without afflicting myself with those that are foreign to me? May our sensibility’s hearth 


warm naught but our pleasures!" 


Meanwhile, later in the third dialogue, he adds: 


“How could Nature, who always urges us to delight in ourselves, who never implants in us 
other instincts, other notions, other inspirations, how could Nature, the next moment, 
assure us that we must not, however, decide to love ourselves if that might cause others 
pain? Ah! believe me, Eugénie, believe me, Nature, mother to us all, never speaks to us save 
of ourselves; nothing has more of the egoistic than her message, and what we recognize 
most clearly therein is the immutable and sacred counsel: prefer thyself, love thyself, no 


matter at whose expense. But the others, they say to you, may avenge themselves....Let 
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them! The mightier will vanquish; he will be right. Very well, there it is, the primitive state 
of perpetual strife and destruction for which Nature’s hand created us, and within which 


alone it is of advantage to her that we remain.” 


Such ideas continue to Find support in the Fifth dialogue, for example, in regard to our 
pleasure and others pain. What should our concern be? According to Dolmancé, in 
echoes of both Stirner and parts of Nietzsche, particularly the latter’s own criticisms of 


Christianity: 


“the heaviest dose of agony in others ought, assuredly, to be as naught to us, and the 
faintest quickening of pleasure, registered in us, does touch us; therefore, we should, at 
whatever the price, prefer this most minor excitation which enchants us, to the immense 
sum of others’ miseries, which cannot affect us;... The source of all our moral errors lies in 
the ridiculous acknowledgment of that tie of brotherhood the Christians invented in the 
age of their ill-fortune and sore distress. Constrained to beg pity from others, ‘twas not 
unclever to claim that all men are brothers; how is one to refuse aid if this hypothesis be 
accepted? But its rational acceptance is impossible; are we not all born solitary, isolated? | 
say more: are we not come into the world all enemies, the one of the other, all in a state of 


perpetual and reciprocal warfare?” 


Given, in that latter quotation, a Hobbesian twist, we should perhaps then not be too 
surprised when Dolmancé speaks to Eugénie in the following way about the 
independence of the individual and the supremacy of freely associational sex over 


culturally imposed notions of love that are often administered through institutions: 
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“Would you say, for example, that the need to marry or to prolong my race or to arrange my 
fortune or insure my future must establish indissoluble or sacred ties with the object | ally 
myself to? Would it not, | ask you, be an absurdity to argue thus?... the rights of birth 
establish nothing, are basis to nothing... What is love? One can only consider it, so it seems 
to me, as the effect upon us of a beautiful object’s qualities; these effects distract us; they 
inflame us; were we to possess this object, all would be well with us; if ‘tis impossible to 
have it, we are in despair. But what is the foundation of this sentiment? Desire. What are 
this sentiment’s consequences? Madness. Let us confine ourselves to the cause and 
guarantee ourselves against the effects. The cause is to possess the object: splendid! Let’s 
strive to succeed, but using our head, not losing our wits; let’s enjoy it when we've got it; 
let’s console ourselves if we fail:... O ‘tis a very great cheat and a dupery, this intoxication 
which puts us in such a state that we see no more, exist no more save through this object 
insanely adored!... | repeat it, amuse yourselves; but love not at all; nor be any more 
concerned to make yourselves loved: to exhaust oneself in lamentation, waste in sighs, 
abase oneself in leering and oglings, pen billets-doux, ‘tis not that which you must do, it is 
to fuck, to multiply and often change your fuckers, it is above all to oppose yourselves 
resolutely to enslavement by any one single person, because the outcome of constant love, 
binding you to him, would be to prevent you from giving yourself to someone else, a cruel 


selfishness which would soon become fatal to your pleasures.” 


Further to this imprecation to engage with others - yet without falling either under their 
spell or their power - this example from the same speaker reads then as simple 
Stirnerism (a “union of egoists”) in its description of how we should regard our 


associations: 
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“The final part of my analysis treats the bonds of friendship and those of gratitude. We 
shall respect the former, very well, provided they remain useful to us; let us keep our friends 
as long as they serve us; forget them immediately we have nothing further from them; ‘tis 
never but selfishly one should love people; to love them for themselves is nothing but 
dupery; Nature never inspires other movements in mankind's soul, other sentiments than 
those which ought to prove useful in some sort, good for something; nothing is more an 
egoist than Nature; then let us be egoists too, if we wish to live in harmony with her 


dictates.” 


How might this then be imagined during sexual interaction? Dolmancé instructs Eugénie 


in the Following way as he prepares to take her anally in the Fifth dialogue: 


“EUGENIE—Oh, my friend, you are tearing me....at least prepare the way. 


DOLMANCE—I'll do nothing of the sort, by God: half the pleasure’s lost by these stupid 


attentions. Put yourself in mind of our principles, Eugénie: | labour in my behalf only: now 


victim for a moment, my lovely angel, soon you'll persecute in your turn....Ah, holy God, it 


nu 


entersl... 


This issues in the Following general principle of Dolmancé’s philosophy: 


“ EUGENIE—please do tell me with what kind of an eye you view the object that serves your 


pleasures? 
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DOLMANCE—As absolutely null, that is how | view it, my dear; whether it does or does not 
share my enjoyment, whether it feels contentment or whether it doesn’t, whether apathy or 


even pain, provided | am happy, the rest is absolutely all the same to me.” 


The inference here seems clear: everyone should have a care for themselves and their 
own interests and consider all unions as what Stirner would have called “unions of 
egoists”. Doing so is the best way to preserve our independence together with that 


mutuality necessary for any necessarily cooperative human action. 


9. The text presents its philosophy as thoroughly reasonable and a matter of right 
thinking Fully in sync with the “age of reason” it was a part of. Its aim is neither to be 
superstitious nor merely partisan. This is partly why Eugénie often has dialogue, such as 
“Dear God, how your discourses inflame me! | believe | would now sooner suffer death 
than be made to perform a good act!”, in which she testifies to the convincingness of the 


arguments presented. 


10. Moralistic ideas such as “vice” and “virtue” — meant to indicate morally acceptable 
and unacceptable behaviours — are completely rejected — as is the idea of any “criminal” 
act in a way that such thinking is relativised and made cultural. For example, consider 


these words of Dolmancé from the third dialogue: 


“these words vice and virtue contain for us naught but local ideas. There is no deed, in 
whatever the unusual form you may imagine it, which is really criminal, none which may be 
really called virtuous. All is relative to our manners and the climate we inhabit; what is a 


crime here is often a virtue several hundred leagues hence, and the virtues of another 
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hemisphere might well reverse themselves into crimes in our own. There is no horror that 
has not been consecrated somewhere, no virtue that has not been blasted. When 
geography alone decides whether an action be worthy of praise or blame, we cannot attach 
any great importance to ridiculous and frivolous sentiments, but rather should be 
impeccably armed against them, to the point, indeed, where we fearlessly prefer the scorn 


of men if the actions which excite it are for us sources of even the mildest voluptuousness.” 


To these words we may also add these from the same speaker to Le Chevalier in the Fifth 
dialogue when he evidences some hesitation to engage too actively in sexual cruelty. 


Dolmancé, pairing his actions with his philosophical rhetoric, replies: 


“Oh, my friend, how you do speak to me of remorse! Can remorse exist in the soul of him 
who recognizes crime in nothing? Let your principles weed it out of you if you dread its 
sting; will it be possible to repent of an action with whose indifference you are profoundly 
penetrated? When you no longer believe evil anywhere exists, of what evil will you be able 


to repent?’ 


In the philosophy on display here there is no crime, no evil, no sin. 


11. Sade’s text has considerable belief in, and commitment to, youth liberation (entirely 
within the context of a more widely imagined and universal sexual liberty) — which, aside 
From anything else, indicates how strong the belief was in his day that children were 
possessions in the absolute power of their parents. We may, of course, speculate over 
Sade’s motivation for such a belief (in that we can imagine he simply wants access to 


“liberated” children) but we should not be hasty or dismissive in doing so. Sade is both a 
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libertine anda libertarian. He would much rather have liberated, and so self-motivated, 
self-actualised, participants engage in his sexual ideas (which is, indeed, exactly a part of 
his philosophy) and this commitment to such people is both genuine and considerable. 
Thus, we should take Madame de Saint-Ange at her word when he gives her the 


Following speech addressing Eugénie in the third dialogue: 


“It is absurd to say that immediately a girl is weaned she must continue the victim of her 
parents’ will in order to remain thus to her dying day. It is not in this age of preoccupation 
with the rights of man and general concern for liberties that girls ought to continue to 
believe themselves their families’ slaves, when it is clearly established that these families’ 
power over them is totally illusory... | ask if it is just that a young girl who is beginning to 
feel and reason be submitted to such constraints. Is it not prejudice which all unaided forges 
those chains? And is there anything more ridiculous than to see a maiden of fifteen or 
sixteen, consumed by desires she is compelled to suppress, wait, and, while waiting, endure 
worse than hell’s torments until it pleases her parents, having first rendered her youth 
miserable, further to sacrifice her riper years by immolating them to their perfidious 
cupidity when they associate her, despite her wishes, with a husband who either has 
nothing wherewith to make himself loved, or who possesses everything to make himself 
hated? Ah! no. No, Eugénie, such bonds are quickly dissolved; it is necessary that when once 
she reaches the age of reason the girl be detached from the paternal household, and after 
having received a public education it is necessary that at the age of fifteen she be left her 
own mistress, to become what she wishes... Woman's destiny is to be wanton, like the 
bitch, the she-wolf; she must belong to all who claim her. Clearly, it is to outrage the fate 
Nature imposes upon women to fetter them by the absurd ties of a solitary marriage. Let us 


hope eyes will be opened, and that while we go about assuring the liberty of every 
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individual, the fate of unhappy girls will not be overlooked; but should they have the great 
misfortune to be forgotten, then, of their own accord rising above usage and prejudice, let 
them boldly fling off and spurn the shameful irons wherewith others presume to keep them 
subjugated; they will rapidly conquer custom and opinion; man become wiser, because he 
will be freer, will sense the injustice that would exist in scorning whoever acts thus, and will 
sense too that the act of yielding to Nature's promptings, beheld as a crime by a captive 


people, can be so no longer amongst a free people.” 


As far as the freedom of children from their parents’ control goes in such a speech 
(including in the matter of their sexual and marital liberty), the Feminist and anarchist 
Emma Goldman would have been totally on board here - as she also would have been in 
relation to people of any sex or gender encouraging and maintaining their own (sexual) 
agency. Sade in Fact re-emphasises these points in the climactic seventh dialogue when 
Eugénie’s mother, horrified to learn where her daughter has gone as well as playing the 
part of all the things the text has feigned to despise throughout in that she is presented 
as pious and traditional, turns up in order to reclaim her. Dolmancé, however, is quick to 


rebuff her: 


“Take notice, Madame: there is nothing more illusory than fathers’ and mothers’ sentiments 
for their children, and children’s for the authors of their days. Nothing supports, nothing 
justifies, nothing establishes such feelings, here in currency, there held in contempt, for 
there are countries where parents kill their children, others where the latter cut the throats 
of those whence they have breath. Were reciprocal love to have some natural sanction, 
consanguinity’s power would no longer be chimerical and, without being seen, without 


mutually being known, parents would distinguish, would adore their sons and, reversibly, 
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these would discern their unknown fathers, would fly into their arms and would do them 
reverence. Instead of which, what is it we see? Reciprocal hatreds inveterate; children who, 
even before reaching the age of reason, have never been able to suffer the sight of their 
fathers; fathers sending away their children because never could they endure their 
approach. Those alleged instincts are hence fictitious, absurd; self-interest only invents 
them, usage prescribes, habit sustains, but never did Nature engrave them in our hearts... 


you are in the world not for them but for yourselves:" 


(It should here be noted that Madame de Mistival, Eugénie’s mother, is subsequently 
raped fore and aft by a syphilitic that has been procured by Dolmancé for the deed. To 
the joy of her own daughter, who has earlier expressed her desire to kill her own mother 
For her own beliefs, and now a thoroughly trained and convinced libertine herself, her 
infected orifices are then sown up to keep the pox inside. This, in Sade’s novel, is what 
passes For youth liberation and political justice, the now infected and closed up mother a 
visible symbol of the irredeemably constraining infection the text believes her moralism, 


theism and family values to be.) 


12. Sade’s philosophy, expressed through this text, is not simply that women and 
children are the playthings of men. Thus, as expressed in the following direction from 
Madame de Saint-Ange to Eugénie, Sade teaches the autonomy, certainly never less than 
sexual, of everyone in regard to their body, a statement which is also certainly Full of 


political meaning and import in the egoistic sense of point 8 above: 


“Fuck, in one word, fuck: ‘twas for that you were brought into the world; no limits to your 


pleasure save those of your strength and will; no exceptions as to place, to time, to partner; 
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all the time, everywhere, every man has got to serve your pleasures; continence is an 
impossible virtue for which Nature, her rights violated, instantly punishes us with a 
thousand miseries... Fuck, Eugénie, fuck, my angel; your body is your own, yours alone; in all 


the world there is but yourself who has the right to enjoy it as you see fit.” 


Furthermore, this sentiment extends to those with whom we might be in union (such as 
in marriage which is Far From favoured in this text but which is understood as a union 
that is culturally prevalent). The view taken here is that no husband of the manners 
appropriate to the philosophy of this text would begrudge their wife sexual enjoyment 
or happiness wherever they imagine to find it and so this becomes, in the parlance of 
today, something of a “hotwife” mantra. A “hotwife”, in modern understanding, is a 
married woman who has sex with other people For its own sake and enjoyment and with 
her partner's approval or understanding. Sade, in this text, not only approves this but 


promotes it for all wives. Thus, as Madame de Saint-Ange once again teaches Eugénie: 


“Fuck, Eugénie, fuck, my angel; your body is your own, yours alone; in all the world there is 
but yourself who has the right to enjoy it as you see fit... no man of refinement fails to 


relish the spectacle of the happiness of the person he adores.” 


Note here that how this is phrased argues that no husband (or father for that matter) 
has legitimate possession or control of a woman's sexuality. This is in direct challenge to, 


and defiance of, the religious and cultural norms of Sade’s day. 


13. It is, consequently, the view in this text that Nature is entirely promiscuous and 


unconcerned about any union which is physically possible. Thus, the text can refer to 
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“absurd laws”, “bondage” and “absurd unions” in relation to policed and imposed forms 
of the same as if Nature, or some imagined moral reality or imposition, impressed 
certain versions of these upon us and forbade others. For Philosophy in the Boudoir, 


however, Nature is promiscuous and its as simple as that. 


14. The text takes a view that “offence” is not the same as “crime” — although many 
“crimes” are instituted into law on the basis that the actions which constitute them 
merely offend the wrong people. It thus becomes a matter of what (or who) we may 
offend and what (or who) we may not offend and here “Nature” is the only thing we may 


not offend — were it even possible to do so. Thus, Madame de Saint-Ange says: 


“Those who in former times punished the adulterer were hence mere hangmen, tyrannical 
and jealous, who, viewing everything subjectively, unjustly imagined that in order to be 
criminal it was only necessary to offend them, as if a personal injury were always to be 
considered a crime, and as if one might justly describe as a crime an act which, far from 
outraging Nature or society, clearly serves the one and the other... we are born to fuck, 
because by fucking we obey and fulfill Nature’s ordinations, and because all man-made laws 


which would contravene Nature’s are made for naught but our contempt.” 


Sade thus here institutes a higher authority — Nature — and we may legitimately Follow its 


dictates where man-made ones contradict its open and promiscuous ways. 


15. This, of course, begs an obvious question and, as the denominated novice in our 
boudoir, Eugénie it is who naturally asks it: “In accordance with the maxims wherewith | 


am being inculcated here, can | refuse anything?” Madame de Saint-Ange then replies to 
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her young trainee: “The most entire liberty, Eugénie... what is of the filthiest, the most 
infamous, the most Forbidden, ‘tis that which best rouses the intellect...’tis that which 
always causes us most deliciously to discharge.” Thus, it seems clear that the philosophy 
prescribed here, totally uncompromising as it is, is that nothing may be refused on 
natural grounds. And these are the only general grounds accepted (personal autonomy 


over one’s body aside, one imagines). 


16. Sade’s view of Nature is quite specific throughout this text. Anything it allows cannot 
be a sin or a crime. This extends to destruction and murder as Dolmancé makes clear, 
consequent on Sade’s view that Nature is merely a constant process of transformation, a 


view considerably Fore-sighted in scientific terms: 


“Destruction being one of the chief laws of Nature, nothing that destroys can be criminal; 
how might an action which so well serves Nature ever be outrageous to her? This 
destruction of which man is wont to boast is, moreover, nothing but an illusion; murder is no 
destruction; he who commits it does but alter forms, he gives back to Nature the elements 
whereof the hand of this skilled artisan instantly re-creates other beings:... ‘Tis our pride 
prompts us to elevate murder into crime. Esteeming ourselves the foremost of the 
universe’s creatures, we have stupidly imagined that every hurt this sublime creature 


endures must perforce be an enormity,” 


Thus, not only does Sade offer a scientifically valid argument about Nature here, but he 
also argues that human beings are inappropriately anthropocentric in that they count 
their own lives as more valuable than others, artificially making the taking of them into 


“crime”. 
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17. There is considerable speculation about Sade in regard to how coercive he is, or was, 
in his sexual prescriptions. This, of course and in modern context, is set against a 
background of liberally and legally constructed notions of “consent” which are built on 
their own dubious philosophical premises (such as “free will”). But this is not to 
understand Sade on his own terms — as the philosophy of this book suggests. Sade, as we 
have seen, has already described a belief in absolute bodily autonomy — hardly the belief 
of someone who believes in the simplicity that Force in the pursuit of one’s desire is the 
only valid truth. Here, again, Sade gives Dolmancé to say that “My Friends dread nothing 
From me, ever” which suggests he does not imagine himself a boorish and coercive 
barbarian simply going about taking what he wants by force. It is also a Fact that in 
Sade’s own material indiscretions he wished, if possible, to procure willing participants, 
participants whom he paid for their trouble (even if they weren't always clear what 
exactly that “trouble” would be before they were already in the middle of it). These are 
not the actions of a simple criminal who Forces people to do what he wants and so there 
is inconsistency here which must be navigated. It is my interpretation of Sade (and | put 
it at no more than that) that, in his philosophy, willing participants were best of all and 
much to be preferred (why even write a book in which the reader is educated into 
libertinage if not to convince their reason of its appeal by means of their own reason?) 
but that, by the same token, he took it as little offence if force was used nevertheless. 


Indeed, let us here be as honest as Sade is in his book: “cruelty is natural”: 


“The infant breaks his toy, bites his nurse’s breast, strangles his canary long before he is 
able to reason; cruelty is stamped in animals, in whom, as | think | have said, Nature’s laws 
are more emphatically to be read than in ourselves; cruelty exists amongst savages, so 


much nearer to Nature than civilized men are; absurd then to maintain cruelty is a 
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consequence of depravity. | repeat, the doctrine is false. Cruelty is natural. All of us are born 
furnished with a dose of cruelty education later modifies; but education does not belong to 
Nature, and is as deforming to Nature’s sacred effects as arboriculture is to trees. In your 
orchards compare the tree abandoned to Nature's ministry with the other your art cares for, 
and you will see which is the more beautiful, you will discover from which you will pluck the 
superior fruit. Cruelty is simply the energy in a man civilization has not yet altogether 
corrupted: therefore it is a virtue, not a vice. Repeal your laws, do away with your 
constraints, your chastisements, your habits, and cruelty will have dangerous effects no 
more, since it will never manifest itself save when it meets with resistance, and then the 
collision will always be between competing cruelties; it is in the civilized state cruelty is 
dangerous, because the assaulted person nearly always lacks the force or the means to 
repel injury; but in the state of uncivilization, if cruelty’s target is strong, he will repulse 
cruelty; and if the person attacked is weak, why, the case here is merely that of assault 
upon one of those persons whom Nature’s law prescribes to yield to the strong—ttis all one, 
and why seek trouble where there is none?... we can no longer take pride in the virtue that 
repents of vice, no more condemn Nature for having caused us to be born good than for 
having created us criminal: she acts in keeping with her designs, her views, her needs: let us 


submit to them.” 


One thing | would note from this is that “Nature” (as he understands this) is “sacred” to 
Sade and |, adisciple of “hold nothing sacred” as | began this book by saying, would 


impugn him For that. 


18. A Further point to note in the philosophy divulged in the third dialogue of the book is 


the view that “mainstream society” is deceitful and inauthentic. This is demonstrated 
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when Dolmancé accuses “social man” of requiring not simply “virtue” but “the 
appearance of virtue”, a suggestion that “social man” does not really even require the 
real thing but only to act in ways which look like it. In contrast, we can imagine that our 
philosopher of right manners thinks his own immoral way both more honest and more 
authentic in its egoistic nature. What's more, he adds in the fifth dialogue that, “The 
needs for dissimulation and hypocrisy are bequeathed us by society; let us yield to the 


Fact.” 


19. As mentioned previously, the sex this philosophy esteems most is anal sex. This is For 
reasons of pleasure. But through the figure of Dolmancé Sade can make even more of 


what was then known as “sodomy” than this: 


“The question has often been raised, which of the two fashions of sodomistic behaviour is 
the more voluptuous? Assuredly, ‘tis the passive, since one enjoys at a single stroke the 
sensations of before and behind; it is so sweet to change sex, so delicious to counterfeit the 
whore, to give oneself to a man who treats us as if we were a woman, to call that man 


one’s paramour, to avow oneself his mistress! Ah! My friends, what voluptuousness!" 


Interesting here is that Sade conceives of the male passive receiver of penetration in 
anal sex as someone who has acted “to change sex” where sex is obviously here being 
assigned on the basis of the one doing the penetrating or the one being penetrated. This 
is to be treated “as if he were a woman”, to act the “whore”, “paramour” or “mistress”. 
Besides the obvious role playing applications to such comments and their general 


relevance to the context of sexual play, | believe we also have warrant to see in them 


considerable anticipation or imagination of swapped gender roles and even of 
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imagination in the assigning of gender roles at all. Sade, more generally, was certainly no 
stuffy insister on static roles here. He openly advocates that everyone should be quite 
happy to have sex with everybody else as if orientations to a single kind of person alone 
(what would later be called heterosexual or homosexual - including the designations 
“gay” and “lesbian” as subsets of the latter classification) do not exist (which, of course, 
in Nature, they don’t - for Nature neither designs nor assigns such roles. Humans do). 
Everyone of any merit in a Sade story is totally polysexual and so why shouldn’t that 
include “gender-bending” too? In this, that Sade prefers anal sex to any other is also 
most pertinent since an asshole is an attribute of just any human body and is not 
reserved for one sex or gender or sexuality over another. It is not a differentiator but a 
point of commonality. It is then a total sexual and gender equaliser. Anyone can be 


Fucked in the ass and penetrate the asshole of another. 


The character Dolmancé Further justifies anal sex (then a crime in France For which the 


death penalty could be prescribed) in the Fifth dialogue in the following way: 


“O my friends, can there be an extravagance to equal that of imagining that a man must be 
a monster deserving to lose his life because he has preferred enjoyment of the asshole to 
that of the cunt, because a young man with whom he finds two pleasures, those of being at 
once lover and mistress, has appeared to him preferable to a young girl, who promises him 
but half as much! He shall be a villain, a monster, for having wished to play the role of a sex 


not his own! Indeed! Why then has Nature created him susceptible of this pleasure? 


Let us inspect his conformation; you will observe radical differences between it and that of 


other men who have not been blessed with this predilection for the behind; his buttocks will 
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be fairer, plumper; never a hair will shade the altar of pleasure, whose interior, lined with a 
more delicate, more sensual, more sensitive membrane, will be found positively of the same 
variety as the interior of a woman's vagina; this man's character, once again unlike that of 
others, will be softer, more pliant, subtler; in him you will find almost all the vices and all 
the virtues native to women; you will recognize even their weaknesses there; all will have 
feminine manias and sometimes feminine habits and traits. Would it then be possible that 
Nature, having thuswise assimilated them into women, could be irritated by what they have 
of women’s tastes? Is it not evident that this is a category of men different from the other, a 
class Nature has created in order to diminish or minimize propagation, whose over great 


extent would infallibly be prejudicial to her?” 


20. Sade’s philosophy grants total rights of abortion, and even infanticide, to mothers. 


Madame de Saint-Ange remarks of this: 


“Dread not infanticide; the crime is imaginary: we are always mistress of what we carry in 
our womb... Were it in the world, we should still have the right to destroy it. In all the world 


there is no prerogative more secure than that of mothers over their children.” 


21. It is taught by Dolmancé to Eugénie that the libertine should not be shy, inauthentic 
or dishonest in their libertinage. Indeed, they should be bold and actively look to corrupt 
others in this respect, making a show of disdaining the baseless hypocrisies of regular 


human society. A key instruction here is as Follows: 


“Above all, labour to articulate a prodigious impiety when you find yourself with persons of 


your own age who yet vegetate in superstition’s twilight; parade your debauchery, 
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announce your libertinage; affect a whorish air, let them spy your breast when you go with 
them into secluded places, garb yourself indecently; flauntingly expose the most intimate 
parts of your body; require of your friends that they do the same; seduce them, lecture 
them, cause them to see what is ridiculous in their prejudices; put them eye to eye with 
what is called evil; in their company swear like a trooper; if they are younger than you, take 
them by force, ply them with examples or with counsels, entertain them with all you can 
think of that is, in a word, most apt to pervert them, thuswise corrupt them; similarly, be 
extremely free with men; display irreligion and impudence to them; far from taking 
umbrage at the liberties they will take, mysteriously grant them everything which can 
amuse them without compromising yourself; let yourself be handled by them, frig them, get 
yourself frigged; yes, go even so far as to lend them your ass; but, since the fictitious honour 
of women is bound up with their anterior integrity, be in a less willing humour to have it 
demolished; once married, secure a lackey, not a lover, or pay a few reliable young men: 
from there on, all is to be masked, and is; no more peril to your reputation and without 
anyone ever having been able to suspect you, you have learned the art of doing whatever 


you please. Let us move on.” 


22. A point about shame is made in the fourth dialogue of the text and it paints Sade in 
very Cynic guise in his view that no part of the human body has need to be hidden in the 


belief that seeing it is disgraceful: 


“Had Nature desired some part of our body to be hidden, she would have seen to the matter 


herself; but she created us naked; hence, she wishes that we go naked, and all contrary 


practice thoroughly outrages her laws.” 
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Shamelessness in regard to bodily Function was, of course, a standard Cynic belief 
perfectly exampled in the figurehead of that philosophy, Diogenes, who is reported both 
to have publicly defecated and masturbated himself. Entering the fifth dialogue here, 


Sade continues with the theme: 


“Rid yourself of that weak-hearted sentiment (shame); all actions, and above all those of 
libertinage, being inspired in us by Nature, there is not one, of whatever kind, that warrants 


shame.” 


Such a view would be Further supported when, for example, Dolmancé says: 


“Start from one fundamental point, Eugénie: in libertinage, nothing is frightful, because 
everything libertinage suggests is also a natural inspiration; the most extraordinary, the 
most bizarre acts, those which most arrantly seem to conflict with every law, every human 
institution (as for Heaven, | have nothing to say), well, Eugénie, even those are not frightful, 
and there is not one amongst them all that cannot be demonstrated within the boundaries 


of Nature,” 


23. The view is inculcated throughout the text that one learns by experience and 
acquaintance. Madame de Saint-Ange says this in regard to Eugénie, for example. It thus 


suggests an exploratory, experimental attitude to life itself. 


24. In the Fifth dialogue Dolmancé takes to talking of his philosophy in terms of “those of 
us who govern ourselves aright” and this phraseology stands out to me. This is not, for 


example, those of us governed by “the government” or “a republic” or “the Church” or 
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“God”. Those governed by such outside entities do not need to govern themselves for 
they are already the governed. | don’t then think this phraseology coincidental or used in 
passing. Taken together with the rest of Philosophy in the Boudoir, its making a point, 
that point being “we think of ourselves as self-governing rather than as those who are 


governed (by fools)”. 


25. In the Fifth dialogue the point is also made, in a way that reminds me of the words of 
English rebel, Gerrard Winstanley (see chapter 9 below), that Nature is no respecter of 


persons. Thus: 


“all individuals being of uniform importance in her eyes, ‘tis impossible that she have a 
predilection for some one among them; hence, the deed that serves one person by causing 


suffering to another is of perfect indifference to Nature.” 


The point here is undoubtedly to say that Nature does not care if one being causes 


another pain or suffering. Nature, in Fact, is completely indifferent to it. 


26. The text warns as to the stifling danger of law to the free human being and counsels 


a crafty prudence: 


“laws, being forged for universal application, are in perpetual conflict with personal 
interest, just as personal interest is always in contradiction with the general interest. Good 
for society, our laws are very bad for the individuals whereof it is composed, for, if they one 
time protect the individual, they hinder, trouble, fetter him for three quarters of his life; and 


so the wise man, the man full of contempt for them, will be wary of them, as he is of 
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reptiles and vipers which, although they wound or kill, are nevertheless sometimes useful to 
medicine; he will safeguard himself against the laws as he would against noxious beasts; he 
will shelter himself behind precautions, behind mysteries, the which, for prudence, is easily 


done.” 


The Political Consequences of Sexuality 


The reason | ever began studying Le Marquis de Sade is because | wondered at his sexual 
imagination and its consequences having read the anthropological book Sex At Dawn 
(which | will discuss more thoroughly later on in this book) which makes it quite clear, as 
we will see, that how a group of people organises their sex has far-reaching political 
effects. Indeed, it should seem manifestly obvious to the reflective person that how 
people can even imagine their sexual relationships must have wider consequences. (It 
seems that Bayley Tayler can, at least, since her life is all about juggling sexual 
relationships and their consequences.) For example, are such relationships to take place 
in “pair-bonded” couples only, any other sex being considered taboo? Are they to be 
male-female only? Are they, as in some cultures, to be communal and promiscuous and 
Found in social rituals? Are they to be something done in public or private? Are couples, 
or their lifetime coupling thought mandating by sexual interaction, to be regarded as 
anathema? Are people who have sex to be regarded as parents if a child should result or 
are there other people who are the designated parents in a given community or culture? 
There are myriad questions we can ask here about sexual relationships and each has 
consequences politically. For sex is politics. And, more often than not, politics is about 


Sex. 
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Sade’s own views here are a mixed bag. He clearly believes in sexual freedoms and, 
although he favours men over women here (almost certainly only because he regards 
himself as being one), he doesn’t do so blindly and extends considerable Freedoms to 
women that they don’t even have now in many places. Its also notable, as previously 
mentioned, that seemingly every character in Sade (and certainly in Philosophy in the 
Boudoir) gets, and should want, sex from everybody else. Sade’s world, now political as 
well as sexual, is a pansexual, omnisexual, polysexual paradise in which no coupling or 
combination is Forbidden and in which someone’s pleasure is always the point. Here, of 
course, taboos are also gleefully ignored and a sense of “openness to pleasure” is 
generally pervasive. It also has to be added that, although Sade does set out thinking 
which is coercive of women by men or the stronger by the weaker, this is not his point of 
first resort in the matter of pleasure seeking which requires some kind of mutual 
interaction. Even in his own real world indiscretions, as discussed before, he sought out 
women who could procure others wiling to partake and one does not pay people, as he 
did, who you intend to force anyway. So although Sade himself clearly held some 
coercive beliefs, and was in his own life enthusiastic of enforcing them and justifying 
them philosophically, he wasn’t simply a monster who bypassed any voluntary 
agreements or mutual enjoyment at all. His ideal partner, indeed, would almost certainly 
have been one as willing and debauched as he himself imagined to be, a fellow egoist 
and pleasure seeker. Thus, in his Utopia, he would hope that everyone else would 
become this way too for his ideal appears to be a total sexual openness heretofore as 
yet undreamed of in a Western world mired in the sexual, moral and theistic control of 


Christian influence For most of 2000 years. 
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This also applies to the concept of “family” about which Sade also has some fairly major 
things to say. Sade, in fact, appears no Fan of either marriage or Family (both of which are 
political and sexual institutions) and a major part of Philosophy in the Boudoir is about 
why Eugénie, a 15 year old trainee libertine, is under no obligation to obey her mother 
who stands in in the book for the voice of irrational moralising and arbitrary authority. (It 
turns out, of course, she actually wants to kill her, an ambition the characters in the book 
praise.) This leads Sade to talk about things like communal responsibility for children and 
their freedom from parental control. Here Sade is clearly straining Western cultural 
concepts of Family polity and social organisation but he only really does so in the cause 
of individual freedom and doesn’t contemplate the social consequences more fully. For 
social and political consequences there certainly are as in the case of certain matriarchal 
societies, for example, where sexual relationships and parenting duties are separated 
out at the social level, the Female relatives of women who give birth, for example, being 
regarded as those who bring up children whilst the men do other socially useful things. 
In such places children have many mothers and the Father is not nearly as important. In 
other places, a child may be thought to have multiple Fathers as it is imagined every 
implantation of male seed goes to “make up a baby” inside the woman concerned. Thus, 
when the baby is born, the result of a woman's sex with perhaps many different men, 
anyone who had sex with the woman imagines that they have some part in the child 
thereafter produced. This is just two differing real world examples from Sex At Dawn of 
how other cultures organise their sex but there are many others. Again, what Sade does 
here in questioning that one culturally dominant in his own time and place is make it 
seem as something contingent and changeable. Things don’t have to be as they are. We 
can just act in other ways if we want to. The sky will not fall in if we do because 


elsewhere, where things are different, the sky has not Fallen in there either. 
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Obviously, as one who has done some research into such things, | am well disposed to 
them. The relationships | write about in books about anarchism are not ones of control 
or coercion, such as Western concepts of marriage and Family (not to mention sexuality 
itself — a whole other subject | will discuss Further below), have been. When one imagines 
relationships between people who have agency and autonomy, who are Free to associate 
with whomsoever, and for whatever reasons, they see fit (on the basis of affinity alone), 
one is absolutely not imagining traditional Western concepts of Family or marriage - or 
of pair-bonded monogamous heteronormative couples. (Neither of my First two parts in 
this chapter were either really as well.) Sade wasn’t doing that in his own case either and 
so in this specific area he has significantly deviated from the cultural expectation and 
norm of the time and place in which he lived. One imagines, however, that he did not join 
the dots here, as later anarchists did, in realising that a sexual revolution is simply a 
political revolution — for how you organise your sex is basically how you organise your 
society. Sade at least half stood For (or tended towards) a self-organisation of this (whilst 
still acknowledging various hierarchies and a government in his Fifth dialogue most 
especially). The anarchist goes much further than this, however, and so Follows through 
on Sade’s impulse for an omnisexual society of people of any sex and gender that are 
open to sex that Flows from their own agency and that is not guided by authoritarian 
morals or by ancient institutions. Anarchist sexuality is political sexuality and Flows From 
the anarchist principles | have outlined several times in previous texts before. Such 
sexuality is not about control but, as in some measure Sade’s was too, is about setting 
people free from sexual control in order to explore and enjoy their desires more Fully, 


free From outside interferences as behaviour done in and from personal agency. 


But let’s move on now, after these mere musings, to history, anthropology, biology and... 
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2. Sexual Fictions, Realities and Possibilities 


There are many stories that could be told about sex and sexuality in the world today. A 
lot of these stories would be blatant Fabrications - such as that most common of stories 
in the white West, which still lingers on like a bad smell, that sex is an activity for two, 
and only two, heterosexual people carried out in private between a permanently 
committed and pair-bonded couple whose task is to produce offspring which they then 
bring up. This story, | tell you plainly, is made up. It is an attempt to set sex in a Fixed 
context within society and to give it a place by which other versions of sexual activity 
may be judged. IF you look into the history and anthropology of sex, however (not to 
mention its biology), you soon become disturbed to find that people in other times and 
other places have not thought about sex either like this or as people in the white West 
otherwise imagine to be normal. Shortly, | will share some of these other understandings 
of sex as have been researched and detailed by historical, anthropological and biological 
scholars. What | hope readers will realise is that how people think about, and engage in, 
sex is a culturally determined phenomenon. There’s no “right” way (or wrong way) to 
think about or engage in sex in a universal sense. There are only cultural uses and 
understandings all serving imagined purposes or imperatives or desires. But if we even 
realise this it will give us a greater measure of reality in regard to sex than many people 


seem to have right now (or even currently seem capable of). 


| was thinking about this, in fact, as | watched the videos of a Colombian Female 
bodybuilder in her early thirties recently. These were sex videos posted on her Only Fans 
page and they revealed her to be a clearly sexual person who is not averse to having sex 


either with people she knows or with people she meets during the course of her life and 
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gets talking to. There seems no inhibition for her to enjoying sexuality with whoever 
takes her fancy, male or female, cis or trans (and she has videos of her having sex with all 
of them), and not necessarily with just one person at a time. In short, she seems to have 
a quite genuine love of sex and sexuality without shame and without her thinking it 
means she has broken some sexual taboo or morality in so doing. She is a woman 
enjoying her body and the bodies of others, one having sex for pleasure outside of the 
contexts of both a permanent pair bond and reproduction. | found her attitude 
exceedingly healthy and wholesome to watch, in Fact, including the idea that people can 
decide their own sexual interactions For themselves and don’t need to be told or coerced 
by others in regard to who they can and can’t love, how many they can and can’t love at 
once, or how long they must know someone before they can love them, etc. The proper 
locus of decision in such situations, so this Colombian woman would seem to imagine, is 


the individual by means of their sexual agency. And | wholeheartedly agree. 


In this, in Fact, it seems she is not alone for if one looks, for example, in places like 
Twitter, one will easily Find dozens and dozens (which soon becomes thousands and 
thousands) of women well into their Forties, Fifties and even sixties who are openly 
sexual and provocative and sharing sexual content without shame, including in many 
cases of their equally open and provocative sexual behaviour with multiple partners. | 
Focus especially on women here because you would perhaps expect such openness and 
promiscuity from men (who have that reputation) but might imagine women more 
sexually reticent, Focusing on a single partner only. That, as it turns out, however, is but a 
conservative tale told for centuries in order to get us all to believe that women have 
little sexual appetite and are uniformly only interested in one partner who provides 


them children. And that tale, to be perfectly frank, is simply a lie (as we shall soon see). 
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IF we turn to the history books, with their burgeoning interest in sex, in Fact, we find lots 
of other sexual phenomena, none of which remotely reassures us that there is such a 
thing as “normal” sex or that sex is meant to fulfill a Fixed “procreational” Function 
between two permanently bonded people within human society in general. Take, For 
example, a Favourite historical phenomenon of mine, the Cynics of ancient Greece who 
lived through the Hellenistic period, here and there, and even through the Roman period 
as well. Cynics, significantly in sexual terms as it turns out, were named in their original 
Greek after dogs (hence the title of this book!) and so we can immediately make a 
linguistic connection between Cynic sex and “dogging” sex such as Dorota Dutsch does 
in her article From the book Sex in Antiquity: Exploring Gender and Sexuality in the Ancient 


World which is titled “DOG-LOVE-DOG: Kynogamia and Cynic Sexual Ethics”. 


Dogging, as British readers will know, is a term used to denote that very contemporary 
kind of sex which takes place when random people meet in secluded or not so secluded 
outdoor locations and get straight to business. It is not remotely romantic and is simply 
about satisfying an urge or desire. It is also sex you might happen to stumble upon 
should you be in the wrong place at the wrong time since it is outdoors. Dorota Dutsch 
comments in her article that “Public sex has its considerable capacity to shock because it 
violates a deep-rooted desire to separate private from public, human from animal, clean 
From dirty, rational from mindless.” The Cynics, however, people who had no homes or 
property to speak of, who impugned civilization and lived on the margins of society From 
where they habitually criticised it For their own, ethical reasons, “presented public sex as 
rational and ethical behaviour” — as Dutsch goes onto say. In Fact there is a Greek term 
for public sex — kynogamia — which means “dog marriage” and which recalls the random 


sex of dogs who do what needs to be done then go on their way. As Dutsch suggests, it 
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reminds us immediately of the more modern “dogging” — and it is also connected 
especially with the ancient Cynic couple, Crates and Hipparchia. In fact, ancient 
commentators speak of this Cynic couple getting down to business in very public places 
and not even hiding the Fact. And not, by the by, thinking that there was anything wrong 


with that if they did. 


Its worth knowing here that “dog”, when referring to ancient Greeks, can very simply 
mean a Cynic. Diogenes, for example, the most Famous of the Cynics, was often called 
“the Dog”. The term “dog marriage”, then, since dogs as animals don’t wed but simply 
Fuck where they are without shame and then move on, can be seen as a commentary on 
more orthodox understandings of marriage itself. Where kynogamia means an actual 
partnership of known Cynics, as in the case of Crates and Hipparchia, it means a kind of 
marriage that is not a marriage at all — a different way to understand sexual relations 
and exchange, what Dorota Dutsch calls “a Cynic anti-marriage”, which takes dog sex as 
some sort of model or example. In this, it would not be unusual For Cynics were known to 
draw attention to their bodies (which were usually only associated with a single 
garment, a type of cloak, and so were not well covered) and their bodily Functions (the 
aforementioned Diogenes has anecdotes about him to the effect both that he openly 
masturbated in public and that, being called a dog, he would piss in people’s direction). It 
is entirely possible, as Dorota Dutsch in her article wants to do, to then see kynogamia as 


a proposal of sexual ethics within a certain Cynic ethical understanding of the world. 


Cynics, as Dutsch explains in her article, were a loosely bound “school” of Greek 
philosophical practice that “offered practical advice on living a happy life and 


demonstrated the efficacy of their beliefs through public actions”. They had no homes 
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and so consequently bedded down for the night where they could. They possessed only 
what they could carry (standard items were the aforementioned cloak, called a tribon, a 
wallet or bag called a pera, and a staff called a bakteria) and ate whatever they could find 
to eat. They were known for bold speech, self-sufficiency and their anti-civilizational 
views which lauded the superiority of “nature” (in Greek, physis) over law or custom 
(nomos). They imagined that this lifestyle was more indicative of what being a human 
being really meant in comparison with the civilised ways of the cities of people. We can 
easily imagine kynogamia fitting into such an understanding as a more natural way to 
understand sex and sexual relations than the more moralistic, ritualistic and 
institutionalised marriages civilization was inventing. It at once removes from sex the 
idea that it is shameful to do in public, or to be seen by others, turns its performance 
into a rhetorical device for the benefit of others and inculcates immunity to 
embarrassment. None of this, however, is about mere disingenuous performance. It is a 
matter of a seriously held alternative view. Dogs, living according to their nature, live like 
this, so why should human beings also not live according to their nature too? There are, 
consequently, several stories told about Cynics which detail their refusal to be shamed 
or embarrassed by natural bodily Functions when seen in public. As Dutsch comments 
upon this: “The Cynics thought that no vice was revealed either by apparent 


incontinence or by public sex. There was, therefore, no need to feel shame.” 


The Cynics developed their own understandings of what was regarded as shameful and 
not shameful in accordance with their own naturalistic ethics. They put natural Functions 
above “social conventions” as a consequence and, indeed, viewed such conventions with 


a very critical eye. Consequently: 
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“The philosopher's body thus works, in the Cynic discourse, as the stage upon which the 
laws of physical necessity are seen to act. The philosopher is expected to not only cater to 
them freely but also to make a performance of his (or her) disregard for empty conventions. 
The simplest implication of public lovemaking would, then, be that sex, a natural function 
of the human body, should not be perceived as shameful and that people should be free to 


satisfy their urges anywhere and at any time.” 


This, we must note, is something to do with the Cynic’s notion of what freedom means 
For the human being. Diogenes, for example, apparently advocated that marriage should 
be avoided entirely for there is never a right time to marry. Here losing one’s freedom 
(thought of as constant and consistent sexual agency) is not thought worth what 
marriage, traditionally understood, could offer in its place. Becoming romantically 
entangled to one single person (by love or passion) is imagined to involve a loss of one’s 
freedom and so as a form of slavery. Such arrangements are imagined to harm both the 
lover and the beloved from this perspective in that they jeopardise the Freedom of both. 
One should not sell oneself short but retain one’s agency at all times. It is in this context 
that Dorota Dutsch mentions the Famous anecdote about Diogenes masturbating in 
public, where he remarks that he wishes it was as easy to satisfy his physical hunger as it 
was his sexual hunger, simply by rubbing the appropriate body part. Masturbation, For 
Diogenes, is an acceptable and non-embarrassing form of sexuality but so, for his 
Forebear Antisthenes, is sexual interaction (“unions”) with women in order to produce 
children. We have no similar statement extant from Diogenes but he did seem to think 
that women should not be the exclusive possession of any one male partner and that 
they should enjoy their own agency in determining mates, who became mates being a 


matter of “persuasion” which we should not take in any untoward sense. This, for the 
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time, was itself a major departure as it would be normal for a man to consult with the 
woman's male relatives rather than with her directly in order to obtain reproductive 


access to her on a married basis. 


This actually leads to a different social understanding of sex in regard to the community 
For Diogenes imagined that women should be kojnai (which here means “shared” or “in 
common”) as should any offspring produced by entirely voluntary unions which occurred 
as a result of “persuasion” of a woman to live with a man. This means, then, that 
Diogenes did not imagine women could be arbitrarily possessed and that they had the 
same freedoms as males (where, in the history of sexuality, male control of Females and 
their sexuality is often thought of as normal). This gives the woman sexual freedom and 
agency and makes the children of such unions the responsibility of communities of 
people rather than just the child’s biological mother and father. Diogenes then sees 
children and women as community beings which are subject neither to ideas of private 
entitlement nor to ideas of private property. Thus, we can reconfigure “shared” women, 
mentioned above, so that it doesn’t mean women being possessed by all the men (which 
contradicts a Cynic notion of personal Freedom and agency) but the elimination of 
traditional understandings of marriage and family so that women become not the 
possessions of men at all but but free agents able to choose sexual unions for 
themselves at their own discretion. A “shared woman” is then not a woman owned by all 
men but a woman owned by no man - and, indeed, the impossibility of their possession. 
And what better way to demonstrate this personal freedom, and the consequent 
disdaining of traditional marriage based on possession and entitlement, than to Fuck in 
public (kKynogamia) and show everyone what you really thought? As Dutsch adds, 


summarising her argument to date: 
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“sex is natural, so there is nothing shameful in it, on the condition—and this is the greatest 
challenge—that it does not violate anyone’s freedom. Self-stimulation, a staple of 
biographical accounts of the life of Diogenes of Sinope, is presented as the simplest solution 
to this challenge. But a union between heterosexual partners who have come to a mutual 
agreement is another viable option. This option comes with an important proviso: in order 
for a woman's consent to be valid, she must be free to give it, and, therefore, koine, exempt 


from male tutelage and available to whomever she chooses.” 


In many respects, Crates and Hipparchia, the only Cynic couple we actually have evidence 
for, are emblematic of this ideal. They can be depicted dressed in similar Cynic garb, 
underscoring their equality and shared lifestyle (something indicative of their similarly 
shared agency to boot, no doubt), and that they go about in public this way should be 
taken as an educative practice for others. It was an invitation For others to join them 
(including in their acts of public sex) even as it was a challenge to the reigning social 
system their voluntary union of kynogamia impugned by its very existence. In the textual 
fragments we have about them a voluntary relationship is very much signified, one 
rebelliously free from the dictates of law and custom or even social expectation. The 
Cynic, not least in their sex, is expected to act on the basis of THEIR reason, being 
instructed by nature, and to have their own agency in ethical matters (one of the most 
Cynic of characteristics, in Fact, being autarkeia, self-sufficiency, which must include an 
intellectual application of the same). It is never the case that the Cynic must just obey 
and we have several anecdotes where they publicly refuse to do so, up to and including a 
famous one about Diogenes who, when being captured by slave traders and asked what 
he could do for the purposes of selling him to a master, replied, “Rule Men!” In literary 


representations of Hipparchia’s union with Crates she is not called his wife (gyne) but his 
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koinonos, his partner (and the voluntariness of this partnership is stressed by use of that 
term). This is a voluntary union of those who share company, lifestyle, Food and sex and 
is not unlike Greek depictions of male same-sex partnerships in this respect. That 
Hipparchia chose this for herself is also emphasised to contrast it with the normality in 
which she had no choice as she was regarded as the possession of some man, be it Father 
or husband, and so under his auspices. Personal freedom, one’s own uninhibited sexual 
agency, making traditional marriage and fixed partnership a devalued currency, is then 
primary in this Cynic, kynogamatic, understanding of sex and sexual union and it leads, 
inevitably, to a reordering of the social Fabric of society if Followed through to its logical 


conclusion, being repeated on and on through regular sexual unions and partnerships. 


But From Greece let us now go back at least a thousand years and remove ourselves to 
the company of the Mesopotamians, Hittites and ancient Hebrews of the Ancient Near 
East (ANE). IF it was thought that sex like dogs with the Cynics was a step into another 
world how about the ANE world in which sex with beasts was engaged? Yes, here we are 
talking about what is now called bestiality which Roland Boer, in his article “From Horse 
Kissing to Beastly Emissions: Paraphilias in the Ancient Near East” From the same book as 
before, informs us once referred to having sex like an animal as opposed to simply with 
one. Something to note immediately here is that in these times and places we are 
dealing with agricultural communities that relied on the Farming of animals For survival. 
Thus, lots of people were around lots of animals for a lot of the time. One, like many of 
us today, could not be squeamish about this For it was the basis of human existence at 
this time. Animals, their bodies and their emissions were all around you and were 


involved in all sorts of Functions, from the obvious (such as food and clothing) to the 
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obscure (such as various religious uses). In fact, back then, in this time and place, if there 


was something meaningful to be done, it probably involved an animal in some way. 


Now one may imagine, in this ANE context, that if such communities engaged in the 
production of law codes which prohibited certain human/animal interactions (as they all 
did) then that was likely to be indicative of exactly just such interactions actually taking 
place. One, after all, does not prohibit things which are not taking place and which are 
beyond the current conception of the people at large. Rather, one bans, or attempts to 
outlaw, things that are actually going on. Consider, then, the following Hittite laws From 
the second millennium BCE quoted by Boer and what they might be saying about the 


Hittite society referred to: 


“If a man has sexual relations with a cow, it is an unpermitted sexual pairing; he will be put 
to death... 

If aman has sexual relations with a sheep, it is an unpermitted sexual pairing; he will be put 
to death... 

If anyone has sexual relations with a pig or a dog, he shall die ... If an ox leaps on a man (in 
sexual excitement), the ox shall die; the man shall not die. They shall substitute one sheep 
for the man and put it to death. If a pig leaps on a man (in sexual excitement), it is not an 
offense. 

If they [have sexual relations] with the dead —- man, woman - it is not an offense ... 


faman has sexual relations with either a horse or a mule, it is not an offense...” 


The first thing to note here, of course, is that not every human/animal coupling is 


outlawed. Some are described as “not an offense” (such as with “the dead”). Boer 


137 


himself immediately remarks that “horses and mules, aroused oxen and pigs, and the 
dead are more liberated sexually among the Hittites”. Sex with your horse or mule is 
seemingly Fine in all circumstances here, as is the case if you can somehow train your pig 
to become aroused at the sight of you. Boer suggests that the exception in the cases of 
equine friends is due to the interminable wars Hittites, like many in the ANE, Fought 
every now and again. Being away from one’s wife, a man needed a little company — and 
your horse was perhaps the only friend you had. Boer also adds that horses, mules and 
donkeys might be more personal animals that people kept back then, ones with whom 
you more naturally developed a personal relationship as opposed to some random herd 
animal. One had to look after such animals with whom one might build a more long term 
relationship. Hittites especially, in fact, are connected in ancient literature with affinity 
for their horses, which they put to novel uses in war by hitching them to chariots, For 


example. The Hittite loved his horse —- and perhaps in more ways than one. 


Such laws, of course, are part of wider social understandings and networks of 
relationships of which they only form a part. To put these Hittite laws in a little more 


context here, consider the Following from Boer in his essay: 


“when we consider these laws in their context, they are part of a larger collection of Hittite 
laws concerning what one does with one’s genitals, although the laws mostly assume a 
male as the subject: one must not have sex with one’s mother, daughter, son, with two 
sisters and their mother, a living brother’s wife, a wife’s daughter by another man, or a 
wife’s mother or sister... Even here we face a challenge, since the first three — mother, 
daughter, son -— are what we would usually call consanguineous incest, but not the 


remainder. Add to this the prohibition of sex with a cow, sheep, dog, or pig (where one 
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should happen to penetrate one of our porcine cousins rather than be penetrated by one) 
and we have a very different sexual economy. In other words, mother, cow, daughter, sheep, 
son, dog, two sisters and their mother, pig, a living brother's wife, and so on, all belong to 
the same group: one (a man) should not penetrate them with his penis. If we wish to 
continue to use the term ‘incest,’ we will need to stretch it considerably to fit quite a 
number of unexpected items, well beyond Lévi-Strauss’s great and already accommodating 


text on the universality of the incest taboo. 


It should be obvious where my argument is headed (that family, gens, or clan in the Hittite 
world extended well beyond its human limitations); but what of the other group of 
permitted sexual activities? One may have sex with a horse, a donkey, or the dead. But one 
may also have sex with one’s stepmother if your father is dead, two sisters who do not live 
in the same country, the sister of your deceased wife, sisters or mother or daughter who are 
slaves; or father and son may have sex with the same slave or prostitute, or indeed two 
brothers with a free woman... Once again, an extraordinary list in which — in the perpetual 
tension between identity and difference in relation to ancient societies — the Hittites 


become even more different from our own context.” 


Clearly these ancient Hittites had common understandings, even rules and regulations, 
regarding who, or what, should get intimate with who or what (note now, in comparison, 
that the Cynics seem not to have — they preferred the route of simply giving people their 
own agency and leaving it up to them to sort out the details as if law or custom did not 
exist) but they are not necessarily “our” understandings. Boer notes, in Fact, how often 
they seem concerned with group acts of sex (men teaming up on the same woman or a 


man engaging with sisters or a mother and her daughter, For example) and he 
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emphasises how animals tend to be imagined as part of the Family too. Ancient Hittites, 
in fact, seem to have had far more options than your modern Westerner would be 
morally or legally allowed to even entertain — and not all of them were looked down 
upon. As Boer comments: “More than the Hittite woman, the Hittite male had a range of 
sexual options, such as the dead, horses (and their cousins), wife, but also stepmothers 
and sisters of wives as long as one’s father or wife is dead, and then slaves, prostitutes, 


and free women (even sisters if they lived in different countries).” 


But what now if we turn, briefly, to another case and that of the Romans with their “boy- 
love” or even “child-love”? This is a subject, in modern context, immediately calculated to 
outrage many even by the mention of it in a world where people are put completely 
beside themselves by public talk about sex and sexuality — let alone in connection with 
children (whom, it is dogmatically asserted, have no sexual interest, agency or 
understanding until they magically obtain all three on their eighteenth birthday, them 
presumably being provided by the same stork which brought them to their parents in 
the first place). Did the Romans have any better understanding of non-adult sexuality 
than this? In her article, again From the same book as my previous two examples, 
“Reading Boy-Love and Child-Love in the Greco-Roman World”, Amy Richlin wants to 


argue that whether you were free or a slave may have made all the difference. 


First, we should note that Richlin places the Roman child/not child border at “puberty” 
which is not subject to a definitive age as it is a personally biological thing. It could be 13 
but it could be 16 or 11 as well. Its an age range, a matter of personal sexual 
development, and not a matter of a specific birthday. This, we might imagine, is at least 


taking someone's individual sexual development into account in biological terms. It was 
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that developmental moment, for example, at which girls could be considered of 
marriageable age (and it was not uncommon in world terms in that respect for many 
many centuries) and consequently similar ages were thought suitable For boys involved 
in the pederasty Roman men engaged in with them. Richlin, however, argues the 
disturbing Finding that that was all well and good for free born children (at least mostly). 
But if one happened to be a slave then this biological measure of sexual maturity being 
achieved was suddenly off the table. She ominously suggests that “slavery enabled 


sexual use at any age” and remarks that: 


“there is, in fact, substantial evidence to suggest that enslaved persons were used for sex 
before they reached puberty, and that free children were also sometimes objects of desire. 
This raises the fraught question of whether the lexical blurring in the words for 
‘child/slave/beloved boy’ in Greek and Latin represents a blurring, in practice, of categories 


mn 


that today most people would wish to keep separate — ‘child’ and ‘sex object. 


Richlin goes on From here to make her lexical point that the Latin word puer (child) and 
the Greek pais (child) in Fact had “a threefold lexical range” which, in one case, meant 
“child” in a unisex way (but often meaning male child), in a Further case meant “male 
slave (of any age)”, and in a final case meant “beautiful boy, object of sexual desire”. This 
latter sense was especially prevalent in Roman love poetry (there was, it seems, at least 
some such poetry and other literature which Fantasised about children as sexual objects 
of desire), necessarily the preserve of an educated elite, For we are here talking about 
the ancient world where only the very privileged had any education in reading or writing 
at all and not the modern world where mass education has spread these skills much 


more widely. We also need to remember in this Roman context that “love of boys” had 
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been customised within certain (elite) social configurations which contextualises 
Richlin’s remark in her essay that “Love poetry... shows what an educated readership 
Found appealing” — much, in Fact, as a modern human being’s porn history might do 
(assuming that you are not so embarrassed by it, or security conscious in regard to it, 
that you habitually delete it after every Internet session). Richlin remarks of this cultural 


matrix which includes child sexuality that: 


“The image of the beautiful boy — coy, teasing, a torment to his lovers, who only sometimes 
mention paying a fee for the use of his body - is complicated by the fact that a world 
without slavery was unknown to these writers; where war, poverty, and piracy flourished, 
children were always at risk of being sold into slavery, wherein the sexual vulnerability of 
prostitutes differed only in its business model from the sexual vulnerability of any slave. The 
consent of slave boys is unreal, their very agency obscured within the Schwarzschild radius 
of slavery, while the sexual agency of free boys, with whom sex was in any case off-limits by 
Roman custom, was obscured by the always-felt analogy with the sexual use of those 


enslaved.” 


In the world of the slave, where any child might become a slave, the argument seems to 
be that this made them prey to the additional exploitation of their sexual use as well. 
Richlin, however, does not doubt that in various examples of elite love poetry some of 
the poets were expressing genuinely Felt loving affections (that is, in some cases she 
concedes the poets really did love the boys with a genuine affection rather than merely 
a naked exploitation) and she even concedes some of the boys may have felt genuine 
affection back (she gives the case of Marcus Aurelius, at one time a subject of Roman 


pederasty, as he reports with some enthusiasm for himself, before he later became 
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Roman emperor). But the overall question is to ask what agency someone who is a slave 
has at all. We should note, however, that there was at least some nominal moral 
Framework to the Roman understanding of child sexuality as Richlin discusses in the 


Following commentary in the context of Roman scholarship by modern academics: 


“Persons labelled ‘boys’ today, of course, are not felt to have sexual agency at all. Scholarly 
discussion of ancient pederasty since Dover has held the practice to involve boys from 
puberty to their late teens, with variations: Roman texts cite the exchange of the purple- 
bordered toga praetexta for the all-white toga virilis at puberty as also the time when a 
citizen boy might become the target of lust, and be willing to succumb (Cicero Cael. 9-10), 
and the age at which this happens is usually specified as around fifteen; the Greek 
epigrammatist Strato, in several poems, sets out the age range for pederasty as twelve to 
eighteen; invective attacks on the Stoics accused them of desiring young men into their late 
twenties; and this tallies with actual recommendations by the early Stoics of sex between 
teachers and students. However, the normative picture of this upper limit has been 
challenged by Mark Masterson (2014) for late antiquity (but with clear ramifications for 


earlier centuries), and! am belatedly beginning to doubt the lower limit as well.” 


What we have here is the inklings of a social system of sexuality in which certain 
understandings of appropriate adult male and adolescent (or even younger) male sexual 
interaction were regarded as legitimate. We note there also that at least the idea of the 
adolescents’ willing acquiescence in events was entertained (it was at an age when the 
boy might be imagined “willing to succumb”). Whether this is “homosexuality” or not is a 
matter of debate as one does not know if adult to adult male sexuality was 


conceptualised or idealised in another way. We know, for example from Foucault, that 
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social status played a role in adult to adult sexual interactions (such that who was doing 
the penetrating and who was being penetrated had social connotations | am sure you 
can guess at and which live on even in modern dramas like The Sopranos where that the 
mafia Family member Vito is gay and going down on other guys — a subservient role — is 
the offence that means he must be killed rather than that he had another guy go down 
on him in a display of sexual dominance). It is then entirely possible that sexual 
dalliances of adult males with boys may have been regarded as the obtaining of sexual 
pleasure to the side of adult relationships thought of in other ways. Historical questions 
such as these, however, must also exist side by side with questions of the practice’s 
morality for many enquirers, not least in Richlin’s context of slavery and the agency of 


slave boys who are legal property. 


There are Further questions here, however, in regard to the matrix of interests, 
contemporary and historical, that are revealed when a modern historical scholar of 
ancient sexuality has to engage with what is discussed knowing Full well what modern 
sensibilities are. Richlin, a Roman scholar of several decades standing, gives testimony to 


this in her own commentary in Fact: 


“The political agenda of the 1970s made it urgent for there to have been a time in the 
history of the West when male—male sex was normal, and there was a tendency to argue 
that pederasty, despite the sound of the word, had nothing to do with what is now reviled 
as pedophilia. | have said so myself to numerous undergraduate classes since the early 
1980s, taking the man/boy-yes, man/man-no structure as an opportunity to practice 
cultural relativism. The argument goes that pueri were not considered ‘children’; that 


although for us (in the US) the age of consent (sexual personhood) is eighteen, in antiquity 
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the age of sexual personhood was puberty, so what appears to be an overlap with 
pedophilia is not, even though pueri were, ideally, under eighteen; and that, while 
pedophilia is a pathology, pederasty was socially acceptable, for, at least in the urban 
locations we know best, writers like Catullus addressed, with no change in tone, both boys 
and women. After all, girls were considered, in Roman law, to be eligible for marriage at the 
age of twelve, and no one in antiquity saw any problem with that, except for medical 
writers concerned about childbearing. The citizen boys in Plato’s dialogues took center 
stage, helped by the fact that Plato’s boys run through the lines of later Greek and Latin 


literature.” 


The argument made, then, is that Romans (whether self-serving or not) didn’t imagine 
that their pederastic practices were pedophilic in the specifically derogatory, unique and 
cultural sense of that term used today (which regards any and all non-adult sexuality as 
illegitimate and verboten and acts as if non-adults are utterly incapable of understanding 
or practising sex). Indeed, modern “Man-Boy Love” associations, where they even still 
dare to exist, do not think that today either (whether you agree with them or not). 
(Adolescent) boys, in other words, were legitimate sexual partners, subject to certain 
biological and social conditions, as a legitimate socially accepted Form of sexuality. (That 
people in ancient Rome, even as in the modern world, could also disdain, break and 
exploitatively subvert such social understandings is, of course, also taken for granted.) 
The Roman concept of “sexual personhood” (as Richlin terms it) was then not the same 
as “ours” and, in Roman and modern cultures, the “effeminate male” and “lover of boys” 
can expect a variety of welcomes (or otherwise) if making themselves known in public. 
Richlin in Fact quotes another classicist to make the point that “what today seems like a 


self-evident division into sexless or sexually isolated children and sexual adults was not 
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made in Antiquity” and this is worth remembering whether you agree with it or not in its 
consequences for imagined sexual autonomy — not least in a cultural matrix where social 
status (rank, free or slave, Family connections) were as important as age. IF consent can 
be a matter of civil status - as Richlin suggests in her essay — then that is not 
unimportant for any discussion of sexual autonomy and agency itself. Commenting on 


the academic debate in her closing, Richlin makes the Following remarks: 


“Times change, and reading changes with them. Birt in 1892 seems to be participating in 
the sort of aestheticized pederasty well described by Jane Stevenson, in which the love of 
boys is simultaneously Christian and sexy (Stevenson 1998). For an historically minded 
bystander in 2014, it is hard to find in Greek and Roman texts any clear distinctions 
between the categories “pet slave child” and “sex object slave boy,” while free children and 
fantasy children were also sometimes the target of lust; in art, babyish amores were 
ubiquitous, and children looked like Ganymedes or Erotes, not angels. It would seem that 
there was no strongly felt lower age limit in pederasty. Readers have interpreted this 
material to suit their own ideas, at every level from textual criticism (Shackleton Bailey's 
“her” for “him”) to oil painting. Ancient pederasty, from a late nineteenth-century 
perspective, was literally the love of boys, not distinguished as a category from children, 
and the Uranian poets, for example, did not see this as a problem, even if better known 
writers like John Addington Symonds and Edward Carpenter preferred to stress the love 
between manly companions like the Sacred Band of Thebes. In Theodor Birt’s world, in the 
world of Robinson Ellis, of the first Loeb translators, the Uranian writers were an 
underground river that deeply watered contemporary aesthetics. In turn, nineteenth- 
century scholarship formed twentieth century scholarship, feeding from Gerhard to Beazley 


to Dover. The year 1968 both opened things up and closed things off. From a twenty first 


146 


century perspective, pederasty did overlap with what we now call pedophilia; in discussing 
it as a social practice we can now no more view it through the lens of cultural relativism 
than we can slavery. We need to think more about how pederasty and slavery were 


interrelated.” 


Was Roman love of children dangerous or safe, loving or exploitative (or both at once)? 
We can ask these questions in both modern and historical contexts but what we do know 
is that at least some Romans, and as one component of a society with wider social 
understandings about human relationships which included things such as rank, hierarchy 
and slavery, thought about sex and sexual relationships in ways many of us simply do not 
today. The issues of “sexual personhood”, what it is and when someone does and does 
not have it, are brought very much to the fore in exactly such discussions. And, as Richlin 
warns us, “we cannot read our own experiential categories onto a group of cultures that 
had sexually objectified young males For a millennium.” The question then becomes one 
of how societies are sociologically formed in terms of their overall relationships, how 
people see each other within them and so, as a result, how people - men, women, 
children — come to see and conceptualise themselves as a result. IF society gives us roles 
to play, even roles such as the (sexually) exploited, it is far from unusual that some, 
maybe even many, take those roles up enthusiastically. (Just take a look around you, in 
Fact, at the many willing slaves of several kinds, including sexual and economic, in the 
world today.) The issues, then, are somewhat other than a simple right or wrong. 

This becomes clear to even greater effect in the historical, anthropological and 
biological study, Sex At Dawn: The Prehistoric Origins of Modern Sexuality, a book which 


has both gone straight into my secret stash of must have books with the word “dawn” in 
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the title (two others are Graeber and Wengrow’s The Dawn of Everything and Friedrich 
Nietzsche’s Dawn - often otherwise called Daybreak in English) and which also wants to 
completely debunk the usually politically and morally motivated myths (read: lies) 
habitually told about sex and sexuality. Here, if we try to look sex in the Face (a posture 
especially notable of human on human sex) as this book tries to do, we Find out that the 
Fictions of traditional sexual understanding (permanent couples, sex for reproduction, 
promiscuous males and reticent Females) are completely washed away by actual sexual 
reality in diverse times and places. | want to dig into these in some detail in the pages of 
Sex At Dawn but to stop this from becoming simply me repeating what others have 


already said I'll restrict myself to commentary on the second part of this book alone. 


This part of Sex At Dawn is titled “Lust in Paradise” and, as it turns out, there is a lot of 
lust about. Its worth pointing out straightaway here that in this book the authors 
(Christopher Ryan and Cacilda Jetha, a male and a female) want to take a very 
overarching view of human sexuality across the vast span of human history (most of 
which has been lived in nothing like the ways to which we have latterly become 
accustomed. Its worth remembering that nearly all of what you and | might now call 
normal for well over 95% of human history has not been). The authors, in fact, make the 
claim early on in their second part that their book is about “human nature” but such 
thinking will have to be about more than just anyone’s uneducated random thoughts in a 
world where everyone is their own “expert”. “Human nature”, of course, is a matter of 
things that can be said about humans but it is not simply a matter of culture or 
civilization (let alone specific examples of these) either. A particular focus the authors 


have here, one other authors writing about a dawn also picked up on as a general point 


of interest in their “new history of humanity” (the book is The Dawn of Everything and its 
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authors are David Graeber and David Wengrow) is agriculture, the bugbear of many a 
professional and academic commentator, that which, for many, has doomed us by 
controlling and domesticating the entire biosphere and, as Ryan and Jetha say here, 
domesticating us too. Graeber and Wengrow, in their book, wanted to muddy the waters 
in regard to the downsides of agriculture (as well as how enthusiastically or universally 
ancient humans engaged in it) as they see it. They suggest it wasn’t the case that human 
beings woke up one day and just all decided to be serious farmers from now on (in Fact, 
they suggest some people played at it as needs required). Ryan and Jetha, however, are 
that kind of scholar who are, how shall we put it, dubious about the consequences and 
effects of the human turn to agriculture, not least as opposed to our human ways before 
that, hunting and gathering and foraging in a world of plenty and almost complete 
freedom as just another animal. Here, as just a single example, they note that the 
agricultural diet is, on average, Far worse than the variety a forager could expect to 
enjoy. It turns out that wandering around or, alternatively, staying in one place have 
consequences for human life. (As, indeed, it matters whether you are an animal that can 


move ora plant that must stay rooted to the spot. But now I’m getting ahead of myself.) 


Our authors’ focus on sex in this part of their book, however, begins with the subtle 
reminder that “human beings are, beyond everything, social animals” — and this is 
highlighted in that, death or torture aside, our worst imaginable punishment is exile or 
solitary confinement, the denial of human contact. They develop this into the point that 
“what's special about human beings”, that which is our version of the giraffe’s long neck 
or the elephant’s trunk, is “our endlessly complex interactions with each other”, the Fact 
and means of our sociability, something not least demonstrated in, and enabled by, our 


Fundamentally linguistic existence (which in turn, and amongst other things, powers our 
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great ability to imagine). It is this which enables our relationships and the ability to build 
social networks but, for Ryan and Jetha here, it is aided by a Further notable human 
quality: “our exaggerated sexuality”. Now you may not have realised that, in comparison 
with all of the other species of life on this planet, the human stands out as particularly 


sex obsessed but, so we are told here, this is absolutely true. So: 


“No animal spends more of its allotted time on Earth fussing over sex than Homo sapiens— 
not even the famously libidinous bonobo. Although we and the bonobo both average well 
into the hundreds, if not thousands, of acts of intercourse per birth—way ahead of any 
other primate—their ‘acts’ are far briefer than ours. Pair-bonded ‘monogamous’ animals 
are almost always hyposexual, having sex as the Vatican recommends: infrequently, quietly, 
and for reproduction only. Human beings, regardless of religion, are at the other end of the 


libidinal spectrum: hypersexuality personified. 


Human beings and bonobos use eroticism for pleasure, for solidifying friendship, and for 
cementing a deal (recall that, historically, marriage is more akin to a corporate merger than 
a declaration of eternal love). For these two species (and apparently only these two 


species), non-reproductive sex is ‘natural,’ a defining characteristic. 


Does all this frivolous sex make our species sound ‘animalistic’? It shouldn’t. The animal 
world is full of species that have sex only during widely spaced intervals when the female is 
ovulating. Only two species can do it week in and week out for non-reproductive reasons: 
one human, the other very human-like. Sex for pleasure with various partners is therefore 


more ‘human’ than animal.” 
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So there you have it: fucking for the fun of it is a “defining human characteristic”. So 
when you hear some human being described as “fucking like an animal” — perhaps to 
describe their wild, uncontrolled and sex-obsessed ways — remember that this is actually 
not true. Pretty much all animals are Far less interested in sex than us. “Acting like an 
animal” is having little interest in sex. Its the human that can’t stop thinking about it —- or 
doing it. It has even gotten into our culture in ways you perhaps don’t realise, styles of 
music like “rock n roll”, “Funk” and “jazz” all being named after words or phrases with 
sexual connotations and all involving the suggestive movement of human bodies. (It is to 
be hoped readers will not have missed the implicit connection of music and dancing with 
sexuality.) Humans, at least, so our authors here suggest, have always been very 
interested in bodies interacting and moving together as a most intimate and social 


species. 


This interest and characteristic leads to some interesting Fictions and human practices. A 
very interesting one our authors discuss here is the myths of “partible paternity” (a child 
having several ‘biological’ Fathers) that are extant in some areas of the Amazon. Here it 
is imagined that any woman who has had sex at all (and has been ejaculated into in her 
vagina) is a little bit pregnant since here babies are imagined to be formed from 
“accumulated semen”. Yes, you have this right, in such places it is imagined that a 
potential succession of men who might all have sex with the same woman are all 
contributing to the creation of the fetus and, eventually, a child. The more semen the 
woman receives, the more the child within develops. IF the woman stops having sex, the 


Fetus’s development is arrested. Consequently: 
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“This understanding of how semen forms a child leads to some mighty interesting 
conclusions regarding ‘responsible’ sexual behavior. Like mothers everywhere, a woman 
from these societies is eager to give her child every possible advantage in life. To this end, 
she'll typically seek out sex with an assortment of men. She'll solicit ‘contributions’ from the 
best hunters, the best storytellers, the funniest, the kindest, the best-looking, the strongest, 


and so on—in the hopes her child will literally absorb the essence of each.” 


Our authors in fact example many South American indigenous communities who have 
similar ideas to this but they point out that such ideas are not unique to this area. An 
interesting question in relation to this belief and practice, however, is what purpose it 
might serve. Once one thinks about it, it seems quite obvious as a consequence. Imagine 
you are the child born as the result of such thinking. You don’t simply have one father, 
you have many fathers (and, actually, in terms more our own, you don’t actually know 
who your real biological father is since it can only actually be one man). But that doesn’t 
matter here. Imagine what the social consequences of this might be in small 
communities of a more ancient or indigenous kind. Its the creation of instant extended 
Family, an immediate community of those all interested in, because connected to, the 
welfare of a child they imagine themselves to have played a part in the creation of. 
Anthropologists studying this phenomenon in Fact report that such an arrangement, as 
Fictional as it is, actually improves the chances of the child’s survival many times over in 
comparison with cultures where a child has one, and only one, recognised father. So 
there is a manifest and obvious social benefit to this fiction. In communities like this 
everyone has many Fathers but, equally, the child is the possession of no single one of 
them. But it goes even further than that For men are co-fathers of children with other 


men, providing a connection between them too. It must be good to know in such 
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communities that, should one father die, there are others there to Fill the gap left 
behind who have an equally good reason to care for the welfare of the child. For its the 


same reason. 


This example of partible paternity, of women seeking and receiving sexual contact with 
multiple males who all Feel themselves biologically connected to any subsequent 
children produced as a result, leads into something that our authors Ryan and Jetha 
want to focus on a lot in their book: S.E.Ex, or, “Socio-Erotic Exchanges”. You and | might 
call this “casual sex” but you shouldn't let that fool you for this is not casual sex as 
understood in today’s more Westernised individualistic and isolated circumstances. This 
is casual sex in a social context, as something with a function for a community or society. 
It is the idea that casual sex actually has a Function beyond your need to rub your body 
against another’s as you play with it (even if its actually your horse’s body and you are a 
Hittite). Here talk of “intersecting sexual relationships strengthen(ing) group cohesion” 
comes into play. Ryan and Jetha postulate that “Socio-Erotic Exchanges (S.E.Ex. for 
short) strengthen the bonds among individuals in small-scale nomadic societies (and, 
apparently, other highly interdependent groups), forming a crucial, durable web of 


affection, affiliation, and mutual obligation.” 


In other words, if people are Fucking each other (which we might prefer to call physically 
loving each other, providing personal care to each other) then they are, hopefully, all 
engaging in some entirely beneficial group bonding. Their sex (or S.E.Ex) is lubricating 
the wheels of social existence (as in the case of a sexual commune | once imagined which 
| dubbed “the Nude House”). Ryan and Jetha in Fact postulate Further that it was due to 


their proclivity for regular casual sex with each other that Forager bands were kept 
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fecund and on the straight and narrow (not to mention in existence) for the millennia of 
time during which they did exist (which is for far longer than we agriculturalists and 
industrialists have or likely will the way we are going). In such communities, each had an 
interest in all and provided for their needs, including their sexual needs. Here, recalling 
our former example, it is imaginable most children were imagined as results of partible 
paternity practices and so all were connected to each other by such fictions and their 
common sexual interactions with each other. (Who the actual biological relations were 
would soon get lost like a needle in the haystack, of course, and so become much less 


important.) 


In this, it is in Fact like some of the sexual ideas put Forward by some of the more socially 
forward thinking anarchists - such as Emma Goldman or Emile Armand — who both 
argued in favour of various forms of free sexuality (in the context of much freer political 
and economic circumstances than we are currently allowed) which did not shackle sexual 
relationships with traditional understandings of morality or law or marriage and, in 
Armand’s case, regarded nudity as uncontroversial. Both of these anarchists in Fact 
imagined that children could be regarded as the community's offspring, with many 
people, and not just their biological parents, having a hand in their upbringing. 
(Armand’s anarchism was in Fact Formulated by him as an “amorous camaraderie” and | 
shall return to it again before the end of this chapter.) So such ideas are not just the 
contingent fictions of long dead ancestors but themes which can come up here and 


there over and over again. 


Ryan and Jetha Find these socio-erotic exchanges so important, in Fact, that they suggest 


they may, in some places and times, have been something of a necessity or expectation. 
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There are anthropologists who write, in their work, of communities where “fucking 
around” appears mandatory and refusing to join in the communal sexuality is regarded 
as antisocial and being “stingy with one’s genitals”, an unethical behaviour. Its worth 
noting here, by the by, that all this open, casual sex does not preclude having a more 
regular life partner. It is reported by various anthropologists that although there are in 
various communities such social sexual expectations (ones which you can’t legitimately 
and ethically turn down should you be approached for them) it doesn’t suggest people 
may not be socially joined or married as a result. Its just that such a relationship doesn’t 


mean you shouldn't do your communal bit as well. 


It may be easy for some with more modern, stuffy, pair-bonded sexual proclivities to 
dismiss such ideas as belonging to another age of our species. “That’s what hunter- 
gatherers used to do 20,000 years ago. Its not how we live now,” such people might say. 
But isn’t it? (And if that was true would it be right?) Well, even as we get nearer and 
nearer to our own time, academics can pull out examples of those with “licentious 
habits” who refuse to stick to sex with one person — and they aren’t just all men. There 
are tribes where women refuse to stick to one man For their satisfaction, men who hold 
wives in common with other men, cases of European explorers who turned up on 
Faraway islands only a few hundred years ago to find the natives enjoyed every sexual 
pleasure as a matter of Full public display (in some cases involving those our more 
puritanical insistences would describe accusingly as “children”), scattered islands that 
hold Festivals where women roam the island intent on riding the cocks of whatever men 
they can find (with a penalty to be paid by any who refuse to satisfy them) - not to 
mention various other Festivals and carnivals worldwide where open and promiscuous 


sexuality is mixed in with other cultural Festivities like music and dancing (which only 


155 


encourage sexual excitement) such as in New Orleans or Rio de Janeiro (where the rite 
of consensual, non-marital sex called sacanagem takes place). These are, perhaps, 


imaginable as modern Dionysias or examples of Bacchanalia. 


It should be noted here (as our authors are keen to point out) that such things are not 
just a matter of male enthusiasm. Women are also eager participants (remarkable, in 
some places, considering how put upon and controlled many are by those who want to 
control the sexuality, and sexual expression, of women, especially in public). In Fact, it is 
argued throughout Sex At Dawn that the twin ideas of female sexual reticence and even 
their relative Frigidity are both myths whole and entire. Such things, where they are 
apparent, are cultural not biological and a female can be as sexually promiscuous or 
adventurous as any man if she wants to be. It is just that, not least in many conservative 
places in the world, she is not encouraged to be - and is often forcibly deterred From 
being so which, I’m sure you will agree, is a great loss to all concerned. As some sexual 
researchers have observed, in Fact: “In those societies which have no double standard in 
sexual matters and in which a variety of liaisons are permitted, the women avail 
themselves as eagerly of their opportunity as do the men.” Such truths are also found 
repeated when one researches the sexual lives of our closest primate relatives with one 
primatologist noting that “female primates are highly attracted to novelty in mating”. 
The same primatologist (Meredith Small, a woman) goes onto add that “The only 
consistent (sexual) interest seen among the general primate population is an interest in 
novelty and variety.... the search for the unfamiliar is documented as a female 
preference more often than is any other characteristic our human eyes can perceive.” No 
wonder, then, that all throughout historical reality we have had mixed communities of 


people with multiple fathers and lots of regular casual sex. They just called it living. 
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This leads us to consider an apparent contradiction, in modern moral context, between 
the apparent (biological) promiscuity of our species and its moral and political control. 
(Why do governments get involved in telling you who you can and can’t fuck?) Our 
authors have already informed us of our happily promiscuous past (which, terrifyingly for 
some, I’m sure, Keeps popping up its head all over in our modern world too - almost as if 
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it had never gone away!), even making mention of our species’ “hypersexuality”, 
something we share with our nearest primate relatives, the chimps and bonobos. Yet 
there is an alternative narrative (which |, much like the authors | am following, am not 
going to pretend is anything other than a disingenuous lie told and repeated in order to 
control sex and sexuality) which talks about “female sexual exclusivity” (the idea that 


women only really want one man who provides the kids and so they are on the lookout 


For the best match) and suggests that women aren't really promiscuous at all. 


But let’s look at the biological reality of this. How many monogamous primate species 
are there which live in large groups? Zero (unless you really want to argue humans are 
monogamous... which will make me laugh). There are, so our authors here say, some 
monogamous primates... but they all live in the tops of trees. Let’s move to mammals. 
Here our authors say about 3% of mammals can be called truly monogamous. In 
invertebrates it is about 1 in 10,000 species. Monogamy is beginning to sound 
biologically rare, albeit not impossible! “Adultery” (which | think is a ridiculous word), so 
our authors add at this point, has been Found in every single human society ever studied 
(which should, by now, not be surprising us at all). Yet there are reams and reams of 
people, professional, political, religious and otherwise, who will insist that the stable, 
standard and almost exclusive model of human sexual behaviour is monogamy based on 


a proclivity For (heterosexual) “pair-bonding”. Such people are actually saying that your 
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body, and what you do with it, is not your own and that you are somehow fighting your 
nature if you fuck around just For the Fun of it. Do you imagine that that is what your 


nature is saying to you, or even that nature cares if you do Fuck around For the Fun of it? 


| put it to you that nature, and even your nature, doesn’t but that those who do are 
those who have moral and political agendas which attach and become active in regard to 
sex and sexuality probably more than any other activity on earth. We live in a world 
where multiple cultures will torture, punish, mutilate and even kill you (especially if you 
are a woman) for having the temerity to articulate your own sexuality For yourself. Yet 
even with all this barbarity and violence going on human beings still want to Fuck each 
other — and find ways to do so despite the risks, morals and laws that exist, and often 
with as much regularity as they can manage. (I'm reminded here of a forgotten sexual 
liaison | had with the mother of a schoolboy | tutored one summer as a young adult. The 
sight of her older, Full, motherly breasts every time | would visit to tutor her son meant 
my mind was not on my ostensible reason to be there at all. When she responded to my 
naive, giggly flirting in kind it was all | could manage to not explode into a thousand 
pieces in my teased, late teen sexual immaturity even though the social consequences 
would have been at least embarrassing for all concerned.) Wouldn’t you say all this made 
sex our nature? What is something you Feel so strongly and intimately and which you 
would risk everything For? So why are some trying to Fight it and turn us against it? As 
Ryan and Jetha say, “No creature needs to be threatened with death to act in accord 
with its own nature.” Being left alone, you'll Find that they just do what comes naturally 


soon enough. And we all know what that would often be. 
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So we turn to this face off between promiscuity and pair-bonding more explicitly now. 
Ryan and Jetha cite “the core language of the standard narrative” as a matter of a 
prehistoric mother (with child) who needs food and protection to survive (this being 
provided by their one and only male mate) to whom they have to hitch their entire 
sexuality (and their sexual autonomy) in order to secure it (since, so it is thought in this 
narrative, no self-respecting man is going to protect and provide for a woman and 
children where the mother indulges more than him alone (since then who knows who 
the kids could belong to?). This is a narrative all about men obsessed with preserving 
their paternity and women who become deliberately and purposefully constrained in 
their sexuality. Its not about sexual sharing (or even sharing more widely conceived since 
its about individuals providing for themselves to the exclusion of others) but coming to 
coupled agreements not to share at all (certainly where the woman's sexuality is 
concerned). But does this arrangement protect the children and ensure that paternity 
when, for example, compared with the partible paternity discussed earlier? What 
happens if dad dies here? (The woman needs to find another dad who, for unexplained 
reasons, is prepared to forget the paternity of any children in the Former relationship — 
which is contradictory to men’s supposed motivation in this way of thinking — or carry on 
alone without a dad in the relationship.) Is it better for the community thought of as a 
group, in the context of an extremely sociable species, if the kids have one dad or 
several? Is not knowing who the dad is, because mom had sex with 20 guys who each Feel 


a part of the offspring, better or worse as a communal and social outcome? 


These are serious social and anthropological questions (and even biological questions if 
we set them in the context of how multi-various forms of life have evolved as species in 


their differing ways). Here we need to note that nature (as Sade has earlier taught us) 
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doesn’t care about anybody’s morality. Nature is ultimately and strictly pragmatic, 
amoral. Only what serves an evolutionary purpose survives (consequent on the 
adaptability necessary to survive in the conditions one finds oneself in). IF communal 
promiscuity works in order to preserve a prehistoric community then that’s what they 
would've done. IF members of the community serving each others’ sexual needs is what 
enables a loving, caring community, one better able to survive and bonded sexually and 
biologically in multiple ways as a result, then that’s what will happen. Sharing, in Fact, 
what Peter Kropotkin called in a Famous zoological and anthropological study “mutual 
aid”, is remarkably common in the animal world. Kropotkin, although not applying his 
theory sexually, regarded mutual aid as the habitual means by which any species 
survived (and he gave multiple animal and human examples to this effect - which 
impressed later scientists like Stephen Jay Gould). Doing people a Favour, sharing, as 
Ryan and Jetha note, is a very good way to get them to do you a Favour in return. Its 
social “cash in the bank”, so to speak, credit for a rainy day. In a network of relationships 
needed to survive, you need allies so that you don’t get left behind or Forgotten about. 
Being proactively gregarious in a community or a set of relationships is a good way to 
Find (or even create) ready-made Friends and allies. IF everyone in a community does this, 


you have “mutual aid” as a way of life. 


Yet note that this doesn’t have to be a moral argument. It is not being said here (by me 
or the authors of Sex At Dawn) that this way is automatically morally superior. It is 
presented, by me at least, on purely pragmatic grounds. Generosity, sharing and mutual 
aid are presented as simply effective communal strategies if you want the group you are 
a part of (let alone your species) to survive For very long. All those kids, past and present, 


with multiple dads of promiscuous moms (which ultimately result in our existence here 
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today, let us not Forget!) existed and survived because of certain social arrangements 
and not just because that’s what happens anyway. Nothing just happens anyway. It 
happens because it can and because the conditions of it happening materially exist. 
Things can go in other ways and may do so if the circumstances For them to do so prevail 
instead. It is in this context that Ryan and Jetha mention the imagined “fierce 
egalitarianism” that existed amongst foragers and hunter-gatherers which had almost 
mandatory sharing practices embedded within this way of life. It is posited that in such 
mobile contexts for living, with no absolutely permanent settlements, such sharing was 
almost obligatory as the forager band would risk being destroyed without it. IF you want 
to survive then you have to do what it takes to survive given the circumstances you are 
in. Foragers lived hand to mouth in ways that made a more modern hoarding or 
protectionism impossible (and, by the by, also unnecessary). They had to organise their 
relationships (and sexual practices) accordingly or die. Consequently, anywhere hunter- 
gathering has been studied a generally applicable egalitarianism is what has been found. 


It applies to our bonobo cousins too where Ryan and Jetha report that: 


“The effectiveness of sexual egalitarianism is confirmed by female bonobos, who share 
many otherwise unique traits with humans and no other species. These sexual 
characteristics have direct, predictable social consequences... the increased sexual 
receptivity of the female bonobo dramatically reduces male conflict, when compared with 
other primates whose females are significantly less sexually available. The abundance of 
sexual opportunity makes it less worthwhile for males to risk injury by fighting over any 


particular sexual opportunity.” 
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IF the Females are giving it out willy-nilly, then there are no males who feel hard done by 
and left out (with all the Frustration, anger and bad behaviour that might subsequently 
trigger). Everybody (or every bonobo) is happy. Here we can see a communal Function of 
the practice. The important point in this is that we don’t need some imaginary (and | use 
that term advisedly) hard-wired monogamy or “pair-bonding” in order to achieve any of 
this. Females willing to share the love in a continual way works out too. (Teamwork 
makes the dream work, right?) As Ryan and Jetha put this: “Unconstrained by cultural 
restrictions, the so-called continual responsiveness of the human female would Fulfill the 
same function (as pair-bonding): provide plentiful sexual opportunity for males, thereby 
reducing conflict and allowing larger group sizes, more extensive cooperation, and 
greater security for all.” As one anthropologist, Chris Knight, then puts this, whereas 
most primates give out an infrequent yes against a background of no, bonobos and 
humans swap this for a more regular yes and a periodic no. The point constantly being 
made here is that promiscuity, rather than being something morally suspect and 
politically undesirable, has demonstrable positive biological and social Functions. Rather 
than men fighting over women, for example, myths that enable partible paternity are 
obviously helpful to a woman's long-term reproductive interests, not to mention those 
of the children produced who have a host of “fathers” ready to care for them (and lots of 
sexually satisfied males who can go about their daily business loved up and sexually 
Fulfilled). Communities that have embodied “socio-erotic exchanges” in their lived 
experience of life are able to promote a culture of “enduring relationships based on 
mutual affection” and criss-crossing relationships which provide strong bonds of societal 
cohesion. What, of any of this, is bad? As just one Final example of it, I’ll utilise Ryan and 
Jetha’s mention of the research of anthropologists William and Jean Crocker who 


studied the Amazonian Canela people in the late 1950s. OF these they say: 
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“It is difficult for members of a modern individualistic society to imagine the extent to 
which the Canela saw the group and the tribe as more important than the individual. 
Generosity and sharing was the ideal, while withholding was a social evil. Sharing 
possessions brought esteem. Sharing one’s body was a direct corollary. Desiring control over 
one’s goods and self was a form of stinginess. In this context, it is easy to understand why 
women chose to please men and why men chose to please women who expressed strong 
sexual needs. No one was so self-important that satisfying a fellow tribesman was less 


gratifying than personal gain [emphasis in original]. 


Recognized as a way to build and maintain a network of mutually beneficial relationships, 
non-reproductive sex no longer requires special explanations. Homosexuality, for example, 
becomes far less confusing, in that it is, as E. O. Wilson has written, ‘above all a form of 
bonding ... consistent with the greater part of heterosexual behavior as a device that 


cements relationships.’ 


Paternity certainty, far from being the universal and overriding obsession of all men 
everywhere and always, as the standard narrative insists, was likely a non-issue to men who 
lived before agriculture and resulting concerns with passing property through lines of 


paternal descent.” 


OF course, in discussing such things we are, with some undisguised subterfuge, coming 
upon another modern societal hot potato, the “nuclear family”, something which | have 
to tell my readers in the West, is an absolute and total cultural invention (become 
cultural imposition) rather than a modern expression of a universally valid truth and 


Form of life. It doesn’t even pertain in all of the West - as | myself have lived in, and 
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otherwise been in and out of, family houses in Europe in which multiple generations of 
Families (and extended Families in terms of generations of relatives) lived in the same or 
neighbouring buildings which then became like small clans with all the opportunities For 
social interactions that then brought. (As an aside, I'd note that as an outsider being 
brought into said Families | Found this quite overwhelming at times. I’m much more of a 
solitary person usually.) In Fact, the discussion Ryan and Jetha have, which | have been 
curating for my readers here, once more navigates us down an alternative path to the 
nuclear Family, one in which not only do we have multiple fathers, but also multiple 
mothers. (What, in Fact, if all men were “fathers” and all women were “mothers”? Now 


there’s a societal thought!) 


Remember where we are in our discussion. We exist, For the moment, in a world of 
willing sexual promiscuity that encourages healthy communal existence. Every child has 
multiple Fathers, every woman multiple lovers, every man lots of opportunity to sow his 
wild seed. But who brings up the kids? In some cases, anthropologists report that lots of 
women do, and not just the child’s biological mother. In Fact, in one case Ryan and Jetha 
report there is an analogue to the Fetus produced by the “milk” of multiple men in that 
the child, once born, is then imagined to be nourished by the milk of multiple women. 
Children, in other words, are produced and then nourished by multiple members of the 
community just as Cynics and (some) anarchists have previously imagined. This isn’t then 
just speculative imagination but actual reality. Here especially Female relations of the 
biological mother may be called upon, for example, and, when asked, those who practice 
this communal care of children all imagine themselves “mothers” too. Here “mother” is 
obviously being deployed not as some sterile and essentialist biological Fact but in a 


performative sense; a mother is one who mothers. 
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This, as before, has a communal pay off and Ryan and Jetha can give multiple examples 
of children in various villages on multiple continents who wander in and out of houses 
across their locality since they have some kind of bond with nearly everyone (as a 
mother or a Father or aunt or uncle or cousin of some kind). Indeed, to give another up to 
date example, | Follow a rural Colombian girl on You Tube whose channel is dedicated to 
the life of her rural existence and it is constantly Full of visits to people all over her 
village who are, at the very least, uncles, aunts and cousins. Almost no one she meets 
seems to be unrelated to her (and so without an imagined caring relation) in some way. 
Everyone, as a bare minimum, knows everyone else and can recite a list of relations and 
inter-relations between them and anybody else they might meet locally. This is just a 
modern glimpse into the relationships that Ryan and Jetha seem to be imagining here 
where the community is sexually (and so biologically) inter-related in multiple ways. But 
the important point here is to ask how a child would Feel growing up in such a scenario, 
with a relation, or relation of a relation, at every turn? What kind of social understanding 
does a community of mothers and fathers (prevalent, for example, to this day in most of 
rural Africa) then produce? How does it construct the relationship of random adults to 
random children or vice versa? How does it affect or preserve a society or contrast with a 
static, monoform “nuclear family”? Sarah Blaffer Hrdy, in her book Mothers and Others: 
The Evolutionary Origins of Mutual Understanding, suggests that “the consequences of 
cooperative care—in terms of survival and biological fitness of mother and infant—turn 


out to be all to the good.” 


In Fact, even the scientific champion of pair-bonding and so-called “sexual selection”, 
Charles Darwin, “entertained the radical possibility that the mother-child bond may have 


been less important to ‘barbarous’ individuals than their bond with the greater group” 
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say Ryan and Jetha. Meanwhile, colonialists would often go to new lands some hundreds 
of years ago and converse with natives who contrasted the colonialists’ love of their own 
sons and daughters (to the exclusion of those of others) with their own love of sons and 
daughters in general, regardless of their imagined parentage. Such natives seem to have 
Found the colonial exclusivity insensible and bizarre for, they probably imagined, if you 
only care about your own then what happens to the others? Must it be Hobbes’ war of all 
against all as an ideological imposition? In Fact, Hobbes’ pessimistic and confrontational 
conception of things is, of course, only one amongst several possible and if you go 
wandering around the globe to various out of the way places Euro-Americans will often 
barely realise exist (and are certainly unimportant if they do - unless they have 
something we want to take) you will easily Find them. There is, then, no universal or 
“natural” concept of Family and we can organise ourselves exactly as our needs, or our 
desires, determine (even including our horse, mule or donkey should we be Hittites). 
There need not be one father per child nor even one mother per child. There can be as 
many as are necessary for our community to survive. All we need to do is reimagine 
these roles for it to be so (as some already do in the case of surrogate mothers, adoptive 


parents, those hired as nannies to bring up the children, and so on). 


In a community then, and especially in a community existing in former times when social 
cohesion was entirely voluntary (in stark comparison with today’s authoritarian societies 
where its not so much a matter of cohesion as coerced imprisonment), group solidity, 
and so beliefs and practices which were the means to it, were important. It is then not 
unimportant what associations people have with each other (kinship being only one 
possible; several anthropologists report that connections through naming ceremonies or 


the creation of fictive clans also play a part) and, as we have seen, the fact of 
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promiscuous sexual relations means that, at least in our prehistoric past, almost 
everyone is related to someone else in the community in some way in any case which, as 
a consequence, doesn’t really make this a special Feature of one’s relation to others in 
general or in particular. But what this does do, in Fact, is allow for voluntary Friendships 
or sexual liaisons to assume their own freely chosen importance as a result. Its simply a 
matter of a different context. IF you are related to no one in a given community someone 
to whom you are related stands out. In a community where you are related to everybody 
those you choose as friends or more regular associates stand out. What's important 
about this anthropologically is that these relationships and associations are the basis for 
social responsibility, For whom you feel responsible to or For or are otherwise involved 
with, something which is always socially constructed. “Who am | responsible to and what 
For?” are basic questions of living in social groups and they can be answered in different 
ways according to social arrangements (as well as the basis on which they take place, 


Forced or voluntary). 


This is probably difficult For most indoctrinated Westerners to understand though with 
their one mother and one father (although many, myself included, will have also been 
denied the material reality of even that and consequently come from that most 
rhetorical of places, the “broken home”). IF such people hear the story of a Polynesian 
mother who has had nine children but has given two of them away to her infertile Friend 
(a real story From Sex At Dawn) they will not be able to understand and will imagine the 
two children’s anguish should they ever find out. The problem with this reaction, 
however, is that in the Polynesian context of the story “all of us love all of the children” - 
as this mother tells us. She is then observed by her anthropologist observer to mix with 


random children in various villages, mixing with and playing with them as with her own 
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biological children. None of these children jump back, surprised, wondering who this 
over-Friendly stranger is (imagine a similar scenario in the West where the idea that such 
adults would be creepy and suspect would immediately come to mind, filled with ideas 
of “stranger danger” as we are). Yet if you had observed this scene you would have 
simply thought the woman and children were quite obviously intimately related. And so 


our authors here dare to posit an idea: 


“A natural family.’ Perhaps this easy acceptance between adults and unrelated children, 
the diffuse nurturing found in societies where children refer to all men as father and all 
women as mother, societies small and isolated enough to safely assume the kindness of 
strangers, where overlapping sexual relationships leave genetic paternity unknowable and 


of little consequence ... perhaps this is the ‘natural’ family structure of our species.” 


Such an idea, of course, has at least two consequences, the First being that the nuclear 
family is an invented cultural aberration and the second that it is, as a result, being 
imposed upon us regardless of its efficacy. A third consequence is naturally then the 
realisation that it is not even the best way for human beings to relate to each other and 
co-exist. It is not at all difficult to think of downsides to enforced and indoctrinated 
monogamy — from “broken homes” containing broken, disaffected people to parental 
exhaustion, arguing parents and resentful children who have nowhere else to turn. Yet 
the nuclear Family continues to be enforced regardless and is subject to societal pimping 
in many contemporary societies and religions, aided by tax breaks and supportive, 
politically motivated, legislation whilst “non-traditional relationships” are pilloried, 


disdained and often slandered (to say the least). 
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Yet one might ask, as | did earlier about sex, why the government is getting involved in 
who relates to who and how at all. What business is it of theirs? Why should it matter to 
them how many Fathers or mothers we have, how many sex partners or Friends we have, 
or how frequently or infrequently we have sex (not to mention in what ways we have it)? 
Are these actually governmental concerns at all? Not, my dear readers, in a 
prehistorically Free society. But we, as you may have noticed, do not live in such a society 
anymore. We have, so we are deceptively and maliciously told, traded some measure of 
our freedom (although it increasingly seems to me like all of it) for “security” and 
“stability”. Now, does the daily TV news tell you you are living in a secure and stable 


world — or merely an increasingly controlled one? I'll leave that one with you. 


“Doing what comes naturally”, then, probably does not look like serried rows of 
heterosexual biological mothers and Fathers, each with their two kids. It probably looks a 
lot more like small communities of people who are all related to each other somewhere 
down the line and who regularly engage in sexually loving contact with each other (i.e. 
socio-erotic exchanges) in tangled webs of relations conducted on a voluntary basis 
which facilitate group cohesion and solidarity. The nuclear Family only holds out as a 
cultural practice at all, in Fact, because people are bullied and indoctrinated into thinking 
its normal and so required. Yet if the idea of such marriage disappeared from our 
collective consciousness tomorrow, if monogamy was not a thought anyone had yet had, 
can you imagine we would just naturally Fall into it? We don’t simply go along with it 
even now, for the most part (as divorce rates and unmarried couples living together and 
sales of condoms show), even though we will be able to find people on a daily basis who 
insist it is absolutely necessary and natural for any stable society and who deploy their 


considerable cultural resources in order to bludgeon that message into us. There is no 
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corresponding cultural group of spokespeople for regular promiscuity — but then there 
doesn’t need to be. Rather than being a social straitjacket to Force us into to better 
control us, that is something coming From inside each one of us, something much more 
reflective of what we are. (Its because that’s what we more naturally are, in Fact, that 
pair-bonded monogamy was invented to control it. Its the difference between a 
mentality in which everything belongs to somebody or everything is shared. You can 
work out which is which - and hopefully their likely consequences). | would myself go so 
Far as to suggest that the nuclear Family is itself part of the increasing social, political 
and economic incarceration post-agricultural human civilizations have increasingly 
propagated. If humans in general are ever in the future to become once again 
acquainted with more prehistoric freedoms, then this thoroughly disreputable and 
malign institution - the monogamous marriage - will be one of the things that has to be 
swept off the board of history in order to do so. The myth of its normality is amongst the 
worst the West still pushes (besides being utter hypocrisy that ignores the deluge of 


continuously non-monogamous sex that goes on regardless of its “immorality”!). 


Marriage, mating practices, monogamy, family... these are all things certain people will 
want to tell you there are right and wrong ways to go about. None of these people will 
leave you alone, allow you your own agency, autonomy and free association in regard to 
them, and let you decide, on a voluntaristic basis, what happens next. It is a case of how 
you must act (due to some moral or legal or alternatively fictional imperative) rather 
than our own decision or “doing what comes naturally”. IF “doing what comes naturally” 
was thought OK then no one would ever need to propagandise or otherwise coerce you 
to do it! In times and places where that was what people did they just got on and did it 


and that was that. Take marriage, for example: why does it exist? (This is not necessarily 
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to ask why it was ever invented. It is to ask, in some sense, why it STILL exists, what 
Function it is, and has been, serving.) Increasingly, | think it exists exactly to stop the 
scenario of multiple mothers and fathers, of communal solidarity and sharing, of a 
created and inter-related concern for each other that results in its sexual mediation, that 
Ryan and Jetha have described. In other words, marriage (and pair-bonding and 
monogamy and the nuclear family) are strategic institutions being used as cultural 
weapons of war. You can live in a commune of adult males and Females of free and mixed 
sexuality who all care for any children produced equally just as easily as you can live in a 
nuclear family. But why do you almost certainly live in one version of these and not the 
other? Because one is strongly encouraged whilst all the others are not. You are, in Fact, 
told that civilization itself depends on it. “Love” is rhetorically sited in relation to two 
(heterosexual) people who at least potentially have the intention to become a couple 
within a mentality in which 3 (or any number more than 2 that does not include children) 
is definitely a crowd. There is a vast and almost all-encompassing propaganda for such 


“romantic love” centred on the couple. 


This leads us into questions. Are “love” and “sex” the same thing — and need they be? 
When you think of someone you'd like to Fuck (and most people surely must have done 
so at least once in their lives) does that mean you are simultaneously imagining settling 
down with these people and having a family together For the entirety of the rest of your 
lives? Why is “the couple” so important (in a world where, elsewhere, indiscriminate sex 
seems more the order of the day and separate from, although not necessarily against, 
coupling at all)? Is it completely impossible to imagine sexually intimate communities of 
Free love where sexual access is not dictated by formal arrangements or institutions, 


where “mates” are regarded as coming with exclusive access rights attached (like a 
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chastity belt or a cage for the penis)? Given that we must live together socially, is how 
that is achieved less important than that it is achieved at all? What place does personal 
freedom, agency and autonomy play in the realm of sex and love? Are there not 
arguments that any coercion in these areas in any respect is inauthentic and controlling, 
degrading of our natural freedoms in such personally intimate areas? Why are either sex 
or love matters of top down social concern at all? Why has personal freedom increasingly 
been weaned out of us in regard to both sex and love? Why are there formal laws about 
who we can and cannot be sexually involved with and, beyond that, moral frameworks 


which coerce us in regard to it? 


The answer to all of these (and other) questions seems, in the end, to be a rather simple 
matter: a human race once existing without coercive political or economic structures in a 
state of complete and total unabashed freedom is now not. It is, instead, now controlled 
and structures have been invented and there are people invested in them being 
maintained, regardless of (or perhaps because of) their social consequences. This has 
affected our sex and our love (as it very much needed to in order to control things more 
generally) as much as anything else. Consequently, things like “the pair bond” are put 
forward as “the Fundamental condition of the human species” (this description is 
credited to Desmond Morris) because, in modern context, it is in somebody's interest to 
do so. It doesn’t matter, in one sense, whose interest this is and what historical 
circumstances have made it so (this is, of course, one interesting subject that could be 
debated) because the more interesting question, to me at least, is why “somebody's 
interest” (politically and conceived with partisanship) became the deciding factor rather 


than the free sexual agency and autonomy of all human beings. 
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This is then to say that the sexual angle is not at all disconnected from the wider political 
and anthropological questions about the direction our species has been taking 
throughout its life on earth. Consequently, | am affirming that our sex is as much a part 
of these other questions as anything else and that things like “marriage”, “Monogamy” 
or, alternatively, “free love” are exactly entries into such a debate about human society 
as a whole. Why else do American conservatives get riled up by gays and lesbians and 
abortion and transgender people but for their (to them) non-conformist lives which 
presume to form and create sexuality and gender on their own terms (and, if left to 
themselves, other formations of human community as well)? In other words, if we take 
the Freedoms espoused by Davids Graeber and Wengrow in their similarly (but not 
sexually) interested book The Dawn of Everything (which posits a political and economic 
past for human beings in several phases and movements and charts a course in which 
human freedoms to move away from things we don’t like or get along with, to disobey 
authority and to invent new cultural forms and practices have been taken away from us) 
and correlate them with the issues here about sex and sexuality, we see that they go 
together. Humanity’s increasing desire to control (which is imaginatively described by 
Graeber and Wengrow) has not been separate from sexuality (which is imaginatively 
described by Ryan and Jetha) but has all too often been mediated through control of 
that too. How (and who and why) we fuck is then a matter of the destiny of human 
society itself, so it turns out, and is integral to what kind of society we want that to be, 


something we can materially manifest exactly in and through our sex and sexuality. 


It also turns out, however, and rather hilariously, in fact, that the conservatives in this 
case have been economical with the truth and less than honest about biological and 


anthropological reality. For, ask yourself a very simple question: what is marriage? What 
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does it look like? What counts as “marriage” and what doesn’t and why? (ls it, for 
example, an association of a Female and two males as biologist Joan Roughgarden has 
described the mating and “child-rearing” practices of some species of birds?) It turns out 
that, like “life” and “disease”, other words which signify things human beings are not 
quite able to describe properly and tie down with a linguistic definition so that they can 
say “what it is”, “marriage” is being made some sort of human universal on the basis of 
cooking the conceptual books. Partly this is a matter of how humans have come to think 
(which is not the same as “how they think” since human beings don’t have to think the 
ways they do and can imagine other ways if the motivation is found to do so) and the 
confirmation bias involved in what humans count (or see) and what they don’t. (People 
often see what they want to see, right?) But imagine you don’t know what you are seeing 


or have a clear, incontrovertible definition of what you are looking for (such as 


“marriage”): then how do you know if you have found it? 


One solution here, of course, is simply to Find it everywhere (regardless of how it looks 
or how comparatively dissimilar it may look in regard to something else you call the same 
thing) — and this is what various people have done. As journalist and writer Louis Menand 
has said, surely not in error, “The sciences of human nature tend to validate the practices 
and preferences of whatever regime happens to be sponsoring them. In totalitarian 
regimes, dissidence is treated as a mental illness. In apartheid regimes, interracial 
contact is treated as unnatural. In free-market regimes, self-interest is treated as 
hardwired.” Scientists in all eras tend to be educated, middle class people, schooled in 
the values and shibboleths of their time and place and, consequently, with a very 
disciplined interest in maintaining, if not further buttressing, them. Such people often 


talk of what is “natural” and what is not — but surely the only real way to find that out 
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would be exactly to leave things alone, and so to their own devices, in order to Find out? 


This, of course, is what nobody concerned is actually going to do. 


Instead, all too often we have cases, such as Ryan and Jetha report, of racist scientists 
(all, of course, well respected and quite legitimate academics and professionals of their 
time and place as such people always are in the heart and bosom of their respective 
intellectual societies) during the racist past (or is that present?) in the antebellum 
American Deep South. One Dr. Samuel Cartwright, for example... well, I’ll let Ryan and 


Jetha tell you for themselves: 


“The now-forgotten diseases drapetomania and dysaethesia aethiopica illustrate this point. 
Both were described in 1851 by Dr. Samuel Cartwright, a leading authority on the medical 
care of ‘Negroes’ in Louisiana and a leading thinker in the pro-slavery movement. In his 
article ‘Diseases and Peculiarities of the Negro Race,’ Dr. Cartwright explained that 
drapetomania was the disease ‘causing Negroes to run away ... the absconding from 
service’ to their white owners, while dysaethesia aethiopica was characterized by ‘hebetude 
of and obtuse sensibility of the body.’ He noted that slave overseers often referred to this 


disease, more simply, as ‘rascality.’ 


Despite high-minded claims to the contrary—often couched in language chosen to 
intimidate would-be dissenters (dysaethesia aethiopica!)—science all too often grovels at 


the feet of the dominant cultural paradigm.” 


In a world where otherwise legitimate doctors can make up diseases to explain why 


slaves might want their freedom (and then regard this as a sickness of which they need 
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to be cured, a madness contrary to sane racist medical logic) the notion of some kind of 
intellectual impartiality or strict objectivity in human observers (even “scientific” ones!) 
must be taken off the table. We must concede that, at least sometimes (actually, its all 
the time), people are looking for what they want to find, stuck in an interpretive 
paradigm which is articulating and facilitating their interaction with the issue, problem 
or phenomenon at hand. If, for example, they are then studying “marriage” in various 
anthropological contexts (perhaps as those invested in “marriage” themselves — or at 
least normalised to it) they are, by that very activity, going to have an idea of what 
marriage is in their heads before they begin (and it is very likely to look like “marriage” 
where they come from). But what if those they now observe act in certain ways which, to 
their scientific observers, they seem to recognise as “marriage” and even have words in 
their own language for which also seem to indicate a similar thing? Won't said 
researchers then think that when they act out or use their term for marriage it is 


equatable to their own experience of it? 


The problem with this, as Friedrich Nietzsche memorably showed in an essay he didn’t 
publish himself From 1873 but that was published after he Fell into terminal illness, is 
that human language generalises (sometimes grievously) as a matter of method. Ryan 
and Jetha, For example, point out that we say that birds “sing” and bees “dance” but, if 
they do, its only by analogy to what we do when we use those words of ourselves and, 
even then, is not the same thing. Does that then give us the right in this subject of 
discussion, for example, exactly with the marriage | have been discussing, to imagine 
that if people in any way pair off that they are “married” (propagating an imagined — 
wholly imagined — universal)? Does it not, for example, matter why they might do it or 


For how long or with how many people they may form pairs or what they might have to 
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go through to be considered “married”? IF they form a threesome, foursome or Fivesome 
is that not “marriage” based on simple numbers? What the hell is “marriage” anyway and 
how do we know when its happening and when its not (an issue that will automatically 
begin to weed out former examples of it the more tightly you define it which would, of 


course, then weaken the argument for its universality)? 


The fact is, however, that even where people bond - the loosest linguistic way to 
describe such phenomena -— they have wildly different ideas of what is involved or what 
Follows. For example, “The Aché of Paraguay say that a man and woman sleeping in the 
same hut are married. But if one of them takes his or her hammock to another hut, 
they're not married anymore. That's it.” Is this what you call “marriage”, where you put 
your bed? Such a practice may work in a Paraguayan village but its going to clog up the 
divorce courts of New York, London or Paris very quickly. “Marriage”, in Fact, for various 
indigenous peoples can range from multiple relationships engaged in before a more 
long term relationship to sharing living quarters and commensality with a specific person 
to being able to materially provide for each other to travellers’ marriages of convenience 
which enable those so married to engage in sexual intercourse without breaking other 
social or religious understandings of themselves and their contexts. Marriages can be 
imagined to be assumedly permanent and ongoing or, in some places, for a set and pre- 
determined period of time. They can include exclusive sexual obligations or be without 
them (as in even the Western “open marriage”). It is Further not remotely the case that 
“marriage” always and everywhere implies sexual Fidelity or the virginity of those First 
entering into it. Some cultures, such as the Canela, require a young woman to go 
through a ritual where she has sequential sex with “15 to 20 men” during which she 


“earns” meat from the men (if she is good at it) that will be given to her Future mother in 
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law. This might not be what you call “getting married” but then who put you in charge of 


it anyway?! 


The fact is that “marriage” and associated phenomena look very different around the 
world even right now, let alone throughout the history of our species — and so much so 
that one may then legitimately wonder if we are actually taking about the same thing 
anymore or are, instead, trying to fit human relations into arbitrary and dogmatic 
categories (something, as | research various subjects more and more, it increasingly 
obvious we do all the time). Here are four Further examples that the authors of Sex At 


Dawn also report for your consideration: 


“Cacilda Jethd (co-author of this book) conducted a World Health Organization study of 
sexual behavior among villagers in rural Mozambique in 1990. She found that the 140 men 
in her study group were involved with 87 women as wives, 252 other women as long-term 
sexual partners, and 226 additional women on an occasional basis, working out to an 
average of four ongoing sexual relationships per man, not counting the unreported casual 


encounters many of these men likely experienced as well. 


Among the warao, a group living in the forests of Brazil, ordinary relations are suspended 
periodically and replaced by ritual relations, known as mamuse. During these festivities, 
adults are free to have sex with whomever they like. These relationships are honorable and 


believed to have a positive effect upon any children that might result. 
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In his fascinating profile of the Pirahd and a scientist who studies them, journalist John 
Colapinto reports that ‘though [they] do not allow marriage outside their tribe, they have 


long kept their gene pool refreshed by permitting their women to sleep with outsiders.’ 


Among the Siriono, it’s common for brothers to marry sisters, forming an altogether 
different sort of Brady Bunch. The marriage itself takes place without any sort of ceremony 
or ritual: no exchanges of property or vows, not even a feast. Just rehang your hammocks 


next to the women's and you're married, boys.” 


OF course, you could just think of all of these people as “filthy natives” engaged in 
“uncivilised practices” you have no rational reason to pay attention to but, if you do, | 
hope you won't mind if others judge you accordingly. | think the appropriate description 


of what you would be doing then would be “engaging in cultural imperialism”. 


Ryan and Jetha report that none of this reported behaviour in various different cultures 
is regarded by those engaging in it as “adultery” (there’s that horrible word again but, 
since I've mentioned it, ask yourself, out of intellectual curiosity, what “adultery” actually 
means too and how you'd know it if you saw it). Those who First met Inuits in the frozen 
north where surprised to find that, as guests, they were being offered the village 
headman’s bed For the night — with the village headman’s delectable wife included — and 
the Inuit did not think this adultery either. It was simple hospitality, a socio-erotic 
exchange, a sexual interaction to help cement social bonds. It was not a defiling betrayal 
of a sacred and unimpeachable reality or an unforgivable breach of an absolute sexual 
exclusivity. Ryan and Jetha’s more general assertion is then that this mentality is rather 


common in the human past - if not the still existing present in some places - and is none 
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the worse for that. In relation to the Inuit specifically, they add that “Erotic exchange 
played an important role in linking Families from distant villages in a durable web of 
certain aid in times of crisis.” Surely there are worse reasons to Fuck each other than 
this? IF sex, in the minds of some, is merely about reproduction and so ensuring the 
continuance of your kind, then such socio-erotic exchanges are actually just another way 
of enabling much the same thing. Children need a stable and cohesive web of social 
relations (a community) to be born into and so creating such a web — sexually — is all part 


of achieving the same goal, at least in one, seemingly not uncommon, kind of thinking. 


What do we end up with, then, when we discuss “marriage” in its evidenced material 


reality? According to Ryan and Jetha: 


“As these examples show, many qualities considered essential components of marriage in 
contemporary Western usage are anything but universal: sexual exclusivity, property 
exchange, even the intention to stay together for long. None of these are expected in many 
of the relationships evolutionary psychologists and anthropologists insist on calling 


marriage. 


Now consider the confusion created by the words mate and mating. A mate sometimes 
refers to a sexual partner in a given copulation; other times, it refers to a partner in a 
recognized marriage, with whom children are raised and all sorts of behavioral and 
economic patterns are established. To mate with someone could mean to join together ‘till 
death do us part,’ or it could refer to nothing more than a quickie with Julio down by the 


schoolyard.’ When evolutionary psychologists tell us that men and women have different 
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innate cognitive or emotional ‘modules,’ which determine their reactions to a mate’s 


infidelity, we suppose that this refers to a mate ina long-term relationship. 


But you never know. When we read, ‘Sex differences in humans’ mate-selection criteria exist 
and persist because the mechanisms that mediate mate evaluation differ for men and 
women,’ and that ‘a tendency to become sexually aroused by visual stimuli constitutes part 
of the mate-selection process in men,’ we scratch our heads, wondering whether this is a 
discussion of how people choose that special someone to introduce to Mom or merely the 
immediate, visceral response patterns heterosexual men often experience in the presence of 
an attractive woman. Given that men have shown these same response patterns in response 
to photographs, films, attractively attired mannequins, and a Noah's ark of farm animals— 
none of which are available for marriage—it seems that this language must refer to sexual 
attraction alone. But we're not really sure. At what point does a mate become a mate with 


whom to mate?” 


Words, huh? They can be slippery and confusing. 


A further cornerstone of the “traditional narrative” about sex and sexuality that Ryan 
and Jetha seem to be undermining with their book about “human nature” is the vexed 
matter of “paternity certainty”. This is the imagined biological male imperative to care 
For offspring that are theirs and only theirs imagined as a motive for why males look to 
pair-bond at all (i.e. in order to secure a “mate” who will exclusively provide children that 
are theirs and theirs alone). Ryan and Jetha’s discussion of this subject actually starts off 
quite comedically with Roman notions of heterosexual marriage as chastity that offends 


a fecund Mother Nature requiring a wedding night orgy where the bride must atone for 
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her turning away From sexuality by being Fucked by (all) her husband's Friends. A Further, 
this time Melanesian, example tells a similar tale except, in this case, the young bride is 
Filled with the spunk of as many as ten male members of her husband's lineage — subject 
to the requirement that if her husband should have more than ten male members of his 
lineage then another ten (and another ten) will arrive for the same purpose on 
succeeding nights. Welcome to the Family! (As an aside, it then seems pertinent to note 
that upon marriage in this society the bride will have fucked all the men in her husband's 
Family in her First week of joining it!) It should be added here that this goes with an 
accompanying belief that “semen (is) essential to human growth and development” — so 


its actually all for her own good! 


What such examples show, however, is that marriage can be thought of as unnatural 
because it is thought to limit the sexual involvement and activity of women, something 
which is perhaps then imagined to be restricted to when their husband Feels like it (since 
she is now not allowed to look elsewhere). In such an understanding, of course, the 
woman's sexuality is then explicitly controlled, an understanding which is prevalent 
amongst some of the first Feminists in the late 19" and early 20" centuries who 
described marriage as a shackle on the sexuality of women, a device Fashioned to turn 
women into babymakers and child-rearers. But at least the husband can be certain the 


sprogs are his, right? So there’s that. 


But then there are the Kulina people, yet another Amazonian community. Ryan and 
Jetha relate the case, in speaking about them, of the “dutse’e bani tow/7’ ritual. This 
ritual, which seems another pre-determined to atone for a seeming sexual exclusivity 


imposed upon not just wives but adults generally, is all about getting “meat” (and yes, 
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you are entirely free to read this as a double entendre as it seems deliberate that it is to 
be seen as one in this case). In this ritual a group of village women go from house to 
house at dawn singing to the adult men as they go and ordering them to hunt. As they 
come to each house in turn one woman will take her turn to step Forward and knock 
loudly on the door (this woman will serve as the sex partner of the men in that house 
later that night should they return From their hunt with “meat” as demanded of them). 
OF course, the men of the Kulina, who initially Feign reluctance to hunt but eventually go 
anyway, are smart in this regard. Before splitting off to hunt separately in the jungle For 
their individual catches to please those women who knocked on their doors, they 
collectively agree to meet later that day outside the village before they return jn order 
to share out their catch between them! In this way, every man will return to the village 
with “meat” to present to the woman who knocked on their particular door and 
everyone will get satisfying sex later that night. Genius. This is, then, just a particularly 
imaginative way to make sure that, on the occasions this occurs, the entire adult 
population of the village gets to have semi-random sex in a completely social setting as a 
group activity. The anthropologist who reported on this ritual, from which Ryan and 
Jetha take it, reports that “Kulina engage in this ritual with great humour and perform it 
regularly”. | bet they do! Such a ritual doesn’t do much, or say much, for an imagined 
“universal” of paternity certainty though. In Fact, it would rather seem to consciously 


work against it. 


The myth of paternity certainty is, in Fact, another one that sexually conservative society 
wants to lyingly promote for reasons all its own (i.e. control). An opposite myth of 
promiscuous and non-possessive sexuality is dismissed by such people as nowhere 


materially existent and likely impossible (not least due to their own myth of male 
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insistence on paternity certainty). But primatologists report that our nearest animal 
relative, the bonobo, possesses it and are, as Ryan and Jetha say, “precisely the happily 
promiscuous and non-possessive apes” that others have declared impossible. And then 
there are the Mosuo (pronounced mwo-swo), “an ancient society in south west China... 
where paternity certainty is so low and inconsequential that men do indeed raise their 
sisters’ children as their own.” Let’s stay with them a while and learn something of their 


remarkable ways. 


Ryan and Jetha’s account of them begins with the quotation of a modern Mosuo, Yang 
Erche Namu, who is quoted as saying, “Women and men should not marry, for love is like 
the seasons — it comes and goes”. This, as at least | noticed immediately, is a reflection 
on, and seeming adaptation to, the course of life as it is experienced. The Mosuo are 
then reported to be about 56,000 people who live in the mountains around Lake Lugu, 
near the border between China’s Yunnan and Sichuan provinces, in a most unique way. 
They regard Lake Lugu as a mother goddess and think of the mountain above it, Mount 
Ganmo, as the goddess of love. They also happen to possess the only pictographic 
language in the world still remaining in use. This language is found to contain ZERO 
words for murder, war or rape (which kind of seems to make them unthinkable concepts 
For the Mosuo). Oh, and by the way, this considerably non-violent society just happens to 
be accompanied by an almost total sexual Freedom which involves absolute sexual 


autonomy for both men and women. 


OF course, as people from elsewhere pass through, such as Marco Polo did in 1265, they 
don’t write about “sexual Freedom” or remark on the natives’ “sexual autonomy”. 


Instead, they refer to things like “unashamed sexuality”. Marco Polo in Fact wrote, 
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coming from a very male and possessive interpretation of social relations as his language 


shows, that: 


“They do not consider it objectionable for a foreigner, or any other man, to have his way 
with their wives, daughters, sisters, or any other women in their home. They consider it a 
great benefit, in fact, saying that their gods and idols will be disposed in their favour and 
offer them material goods in great abundance. This is why they are so generous with their 
women toward foreigners... Many times a foreigner has wallowed in bed for three or four 


days with a poor sap’s wife.” 


Marco Polo writes here in tone as if the Mosuo are being duped or exploited but they 
clearly don’t think so themselves. Marco Polo thinks, almost certainly as he is 
conditioned to think due to conditions in his native Venetian locale, that Female sexuality 
is a commodity controlled by men whereas, for the Mosuo, it is a matter of a fiercely 
defended sexual agency and autonomy that applies to all equally. Ryan and Jetha 
consequently report the Following most interesting details about how Mosuo sexuality 


works: 


“The Mosuo refer to their arrangement as sese, meaning ‘walking.’ True to form, most 
anthropologists miss the point by referring to the Mosuo system as ‘walking marriage,’ and 
including the Mosuo on their all-encompassing lists of cultures that practice ‘marriage.’ The 
Mosuo themselves disagree with this depiction of their system. ‘By any stretch of the 
imagination, sese are not marriages,’ says Yang Erche Namu, a Mosuo woman who 
published a memoir about her childhood along the shores of Mother Lake. ‘All sese are of 


the visiting kind, and none involves the exchange of vows, property, the care of children, or 
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expectations of fidelity.’ The Mosuo language has no word for husband or wife, preferring 


the word azhu, meaning ‘friend.’ 


The Mosuo are a matrilineal, agricultural people, passing property and family name from 
mother to daughter(s), so the household revolves around the women. When a girl reaches 
maturity at about thirteen or fourteen, she receives her own bedroom that opens both to 
the inner courtyard of the house and to the street through a private door. A Mosuo girl has 
complete autonomy as to who steps through this private door into her babahuago (flower 
room). The only strict rule is that her guest must be gone by sunrise. She can have a 
different lover the following night—or later that same night—if she chooses. There is no 
expectation of commitment, and any child she conceives is raised in her mother’s house, 


with the help of the girl's brothers and the rest of the community. 


Recalling her childhood, Yang Erche Namu echoes Malidoma Patrice Somé’s description of 
his African childhood, explaining, ‘We children could roam at our own will and visit from 
house to house and village to village without our mothers’ ever fearing for our safety. Every 


adult was responsible for every child, and every child in turn was respectful of every adult.’ 


Among the Mosuo, a man’s sisters’ children are considered his paternal responsibility—not 
those who may (or may not) be the fruit of his own nocturnal visits to various flower rooms. 
Here we see another society in which male parental investment is unrelated to biological 
paternity. In the Mosuo language, the word Awu translates to both father and uncle. ‘In 
place of one father, Mosuo children have many uncles who take care of them. In a way,’ 
writes Yang Erche Namu, ‘we also have many mothers, because we call our aunts by the 


name azhe Ami, which means little mother.’ 
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In a twist that should send many mainstream theorists into a tailspin, sexual relations are 
kept strictly separate from Mosuo family relations. At night, Mosuo men are expected to 
sleep with their lovers. If not, they sleep in one of the outer buildings, never in the main 
house with their sisters. Custom prohibits any talk of love or romantic relationships in the 
family home. Complete discretion is expected from everyone. While both men and women 
are free to do as they will, they're expected to respect one another's privacy. There’s no 


kissing and telling at Lugu Lake. 


The mechanics of the acia relationships, as they are referred to by Mosuo, are characterized 
by a sacred regard for each individual’s autonomy—whether man or woman. Cai Hua, a 
Chinese anthropologist and author of ‘A Society without Fathers or Husbands’, explains, 
‘Not only do men and women have the freedom to foster as many acia relationships as they 
want and to end them as they please, but each person can have simultaneous relationships 
with several acia, whether it be during one night or over a longer period.’ These 
relationships are discontinuous, lasting only as long as the two people are in each other's 
presence. ‘Each visitor's departure from the woman's home is taken to be the end of their 
acia relationship,’ according to Cai Hua. ‘There is no concept of acia that applies to the 
future. The acia relationship... only exists instantaneously and retrospectively,’ although a 


couple may repeat their visits as often as they wish. 


Particularly libidinous Mosuo women and men unashamedly report having had hundreds of 
relationships. Shame, from their perspective, would be the proper response to promises of 
or demands for fidelity. A vow of fidelity would be considered inappropriate—an attempt at 


negotiation or exchange. Openly expressed jealousy, for the Mosuo, is considered aggressive 
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in its implied intrusion upon the sacred autonomy of another person, and is thus met with 


ridicule and shame. 


Sadly, hostility toward this free expression of female sexual autonomy is not limited to 
narrow-minded anthropologists and thirteenth-century Italian explorers. Although the 
Mosuo have no history of trying to export their system or convincing anyone else of the 
superiority of their approach to love and sex, they have long suffered outside pressure to 


abandon their traditional beliefs, which outsiders seem to find threatening. 


Once the Chinese established full control of the area in 1956, government officials began 
making annual visits to lecture the people on the dangers of sexual freedom and convince 
them to switch to “normal” marriage. In a bit of dubious publicity reminiscent of Reefer 
Madness, Chinese government officials showed up one year with a portable generator and 
a film showing ‘actors dressed as Mosuo ... who were in the last stages of syphilis, who had 
gone mad and lost most of their faces.’ The audience response was not what the Chinese 
officials expected: their makeshift cinema was burned to the ground. But the officials didn’t 
give up. Yang Erche Namu recalls ‘meetings night after night where they harangued and 
criticized and interrogated.... [The Chinese officials] ambushed men on their way to their 
lovers’ houses, they dragged couples out of their beds and exposed people naked to their 


own relatives’ eyes.’” 


The Chinese government didn’t stop there either, so offended by the Mosuo’s 
Fundamental linkage of sexuality and personal autonomy were they. They tried cutting 
off essential supplies to the region, starving the people into submission. This, ultimately, 


had an effect (what would you do if being starved into acting and relating a certain way?) 
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but not a lasting one For, even into this century, the Mosuo still exist with much the same 
socio-sexual structure as that Marco Polo witnessed, and misinterpreted, over 750 years 
ago. Who knows, in Fact, how many centuries, or even millennia, this self-organisatory 
social system which separates out sex and family has existed For by now? In the Mosuo 


community, as a recent travel writer, Cynthia Barnes, who went there reports of them: 


“There’s no such thing as a ‘broken home,’ no sociologists wringing their hands over ‘single 
mothers,’ no economic devastation or shame and stigma when parents part. Sassy and 
confident, [a Mosuo girl will] grow up cherished in a circle of male and female relatives.... 
When she joins the dances and invites a boy into her flower room, it will be for love, or lust, 
or whatever people call it when they are operating on hormones and heavy breathing. She 
will not need that boy—or any other—to have a home, to make a ‘family.’ She already 


knows that she will always have both.” 


| think all of this is absolutely Fucking Fantastic, a work of social, intellectual and moral 
genius. It relies on separating out sexuality and Family into different social realms and 
giving people their own genuine autonomy (and so responsibility, which can only be true 
responsibility if it is paired with a true autonomy) for what they do. Thus, the entire 
society is not based on who you happen to fuck, said activity then somehow requiring a 
fixed and permanent (and perhaps inevitably miserable) economically based family 
relationship, but on entirely separate family communities caring for the inevitable 
results of voluntary sexual unions where, whoever the parents are, children will be loved 
and looked after anyway. It is noticeable, to me at least, that this is once again 
something to do with copious amounts of both personal freedom and mutual aid and | 


would, in fact, consequently include this in any discussion of politically anarchist 
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conceptions of human society — even though the way the Mosuo live, and have been 
living For centuries, is nothing to do with that in a formal sense but simply the way they 
have quite naturally existed and co-existed on the basis of their own uninterfered with 
self-organisation. But, in the end, whether the way the Mosuo live is “anarchist” or not, it 
is certainly a kick in the balls For all those that tell us men are obsessed with “paternity 
certainty” when the Mosuo, as has been demonstrated, basically don’t care who their 
essentialist biological fathers are at all. They show, in Fact, that there is simply no implicit 
need to care about this if one has multiple people ready and on hand to play those roles 


anyway. Community, and fiction, trumps paternity and biologically isolated fact. 


The Mosuo, as you may have noticed in passing in my discussion of them, are a 
matriarchal society (as is perhaps best indicated by the Female autonomy in sex | also 
referred to!). But, of course, this doesn’t stop men from elsewhere (and women who are 
merely the patriarchal puppets of men or who simply want to be “one of the boys”) From 
insisting regardless (common modern rhetorical techniques being simply to either shout 
louder or repeat your partisan falsehood ad infinitum) that all societies everywhere 
without exception have always been patriarchal. (Yes, this is yet another of those 
cultural weapons of war, like marriage, pair-bonding, monogamy and paternity certainty, 
used in order to dogmatise about what “the order of things” is.) Such people, of course, 
even where they are actual academics writing books we should justifiably expect to be 
comprehensive and informed, don’t mention the Mosuo though (and its not hard to see 
why not in regard to that free sex, no marriage, personal autonomy, who cares who your 
daddy is, society!). Instead, they simply drone on that the boss, everywhere and always, 
is always a man. And leave it at that. Such people will sometimes even argue, on the 


basis of research which concludes a certain society is matriarchal, that this 
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“matriarchality” actually means that self-same society is patriarchal because of some 
otherwise inconsequential reality such as that, in certain rituals or practices, aman might 
go first. Such reasoning smacks of desperation to prove a pre-determined thesis rather 


than observation or acceptance of what is obviously going on. 


Ryan and Jetha have this conversation in relation to the Minangkabau people of West 
Sumatra, Indonesia, studied by Peggy Reeves Sanday who writes books about them such 
as Women at the Center: Life in a Modern Matriarchy and which pro-patriarchal 
sociologists such as Steven Goldberg then dissect and reference as really about 
patriarchy since, as one of his examples details, men are generally served food before 
women in this culture. OF this, Ryan and Jetha comment that “there is no inherent 
contradiction between claiming that a society is not patriarchal and yet that men do 
enjoy various types of authority. This is simply illogical: Van Gogh's Famous painting The 
Starry Night is not a ‘yellow painting,’ though there is plenty of yellow in it.” Sanday, in 
Fact, who has spent at least 20 summers studying the Minangkabau, regards them as 
matriarchal, as her book titles make clear, and the people themselves do as well. In that 
culture women do things like controlling land inheritance besides husbands typically 
moving into their wife’s household. We also find in this society not the competition and 
dominance of war but the pragmatism of cooperation. Prestige here increases with age 
(as in bonobo communities) and especially accrues to those who promote good relations. 
(In war-like, competitive societies it would, due to physical Factors, of course be much 
more likely that patriarchal men ruled the roost. That is why war and competition are 
good markers of patriarchy - for example, compare the Spartans - and cooperation and 


mutual aid - compare the Mosuo - are not. Or, at least, so! am willing to maintain.) 
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One obvious issue here, which Ryan and Jetha are absolutely on point to mention, is that 
(patriarchal) researchers often get tripped up, once again, by words and concepts. If, For 
example, you are expecting “matriarchy” to look like “patriarchy” but with the men 
swapped out for women (in what is then essentially the concept of a patriarchy run by 
women!) then you might well be sorely disappointed and, consequently, then go around 
insisting — until you are blue in the Face — that patriarchy is all there is, the only game in 
town. The problem here, of course, is that you have never really been looking for 
matriarchy, something which might entail and consist in entirely different social 
relationships, values and practices, at all. You've been looking for Female patriarchs 
instead. What, in fact, does matriarchy look like? A good starting point would be to 
imagine that IT DOESN’T LOOK LIKE PATRIARCHY! An example here is then that one 


Ryan and Jetha mention in regard to Sanday’s research about the Minangkabau: 


“Sanday says that among the Minangkabau, for example, ‘Neither male nor female rule is 
possible because of [their] belief that decision-making should be by consensus.’ When she 
kept asking people which sex ruled, she was finally told that she was asking the wrong 


question. ‘Neither sex rules ... because males and females complement one another.” 


Can we now start typifying patriarchies and matriarchies? Perhaps. In places where men 
rule and things are male-oriented don’t we find things to be war-like, competitive, 
possessive, acquisitive, controlling, about the construction of power, wealth and status 
(not least in relation to sex and sexual access with the sex of opponents on the “field of 
battle” reduced to coercion and exploitation)? Aren’t matriarchies, in comparison, 
increasingly being seen as about a free sexual autonomy, personal agency, cooperation, 


mutual aid, equality of status, mutual and self-organised peaceful community relations 
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and communal solutions to problems which keep everybody happy and “loved up”? I'm 
not going to be dogmatic about it but | will leave this there as something to think about 


in addition to the Following from Ryan and Jetha in Sex At Dawn: 


“As with bonobos, where female coalitions are the ultimate social authority and individual 
females need not fear the larger males, human societies in which women are ‘sassy and 
confident,’ as Barnes described the Mosuo girls—free to express their minds and sexuality 
without fear of shame or persecution—tend to be far more comfortable places for most 
men than societies ruled by a male elite. Maybe matriarchal societies are so difficult for 
Western male anthropologists to recognize because they expect a culture where men are 
suffering under the high heels of women—a reverse reflection of the long-standing male 
oppression of women in Western cultures. Instead, observing a society where most of the 
men are lounging about relaxed and happy, they conclude they've found yet another 


patriarchy, thereby missing the point entirely.” 


Cases of cultural or political confusion (some would say deception) in regard to what is 
being witnessed, or what we should be expecting to find, are not rare — especially in 
these most partisan of times. A few years ago, in Fact, one example of it, which Ryan and 
Jetha recall, was in the popularity, amongst conservative audiences, of the Film March of 
the Penguins which these audiences imagined to be about lifelong monogamy and the 
(entirely necessary) travails of such a life in the brutish Antarctic cold all in order to bring 
up baby penguin and see them safely off to their adult penguinhood. Apparently, so 
authentically did conservatives in America take this storyline that churches across the 
nation held special screenings making the Film one of the hits of the year. The problem 


is, however, that this storyline is a Fiction. As a Fact, its not a fact. When the parents of 
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little penguin, whom they have nurtured lovingly through the opening icy blasts of its 
First Few months of life, are done and the offspring is gone, penguins split up and go off 
to Find a new piece of penguin ass, their former bond forgotten. In a lifespan of a few 
decades they might do this 20 times over. Penguins, then, are not an example of that 
very thing the American conservative Christians imagined they were (yet another 
cultural weapon with which to Fix reality) - monogamy —- and that regardless of the Fact 
that various commentators of the time lauded the “parallels with human nature” 


(assumed or insisted to be monogamous) they imagined to find. 


Penguins are monogamous, in reality, only for as long as they need to be (whilst bringing 
up baby in a frigging snowstorm!). During this period there’s basically no time, or 
advantage, to being sexually promiscuous anyway. The offspring is their focus at this 
time - so they do what they need to do to ensure their offspring’s survival. This is not an 
example of a noble monogamous fidelity but an imperative to parent or else. Elsewhere, 
penguins have been observed to form groups of more than two (a female and two 
males) in order to look after chicks (not unusual at all for birds as Joan Roughgarden 
details at length in her book Evolution’s Rainbow) and also to receive “bribes” in 
exchange for a “good time” - if you get what I’m saying! Another example of supposed 
monogamy Ryan and Jetha detail, another conservatives might often example, in Fact, is 
the rodent called the prairie vole. This is praised by some as dedicated to one and only 
one partner with whom it mates. But that’s (once again) only part of the story. It turns 
out that being dedicated to this one mate (which is not entirely inaccurate) does not 
include the duty of sexual Fidelity. Voles may only sit by their “life partners” in a homely 
domestic scene sure to please every conservative who ever preached “family values” but 


those in the know who look a little deeper and want the whole story know that prairie 
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voles “will sleep with anyone”. A prairie vole’s conception of “monogamy”, then, seems 
to include as much outside sex as one has the appetite for and doesn’t involve sexual 
Fidelity at all. But is that “monogamy”? Must we now mention swans who glide around in 
pairs, seemingly set in monogamous partnership for life? Our ability to DNA test in 
modern times has shown that these birds, as dozens and dozens of other species of bird, 
are often bringing up the offspring of birds other than those doing the parenting! So 


they aren’t “monogamous” either. 


A common confusion here is that of monogamy with “pair-bonding”. To be succinct 
about this, that people pair off and Fuck on a regular and even normal basis does not 
necessarily imply monogamy — because it is not actually monogamy at all. The Mosuo | 
mentioned a few pages back “pair-bond”. In Fact, they might do it three times a night, 
every night! But, as is obvious, this isn’t monogamous. Pairing off or pairing up doesn't, 
and need not, imply monogamy at all. Its just indicative of the fact that, if you want to 
have sex, you need to get together with at least one other person in order to do it. So it 
comes off sounding bizarre that so many people, culture warriors though they mostly be 
in reality, would insist that humans are “naturally monogamous” or that monogamy (a 
word used when they really mean pair-bonding) is a “trademark of the human animal”. 
Well, it is if you ignore all the evidence all around you all the time, maybe. It is if its your 


agenda to assert it regardless of facts and all known human experience. 


Here, in fact, we come back to words and concepts again For, as Ryan and Jetha explain, 
things like “marriage”, “mating” and “love” do not have universal, cross-cultural 
meanings across the globe. They are, where they even exist, socially constructed things. 


Recall that way back at the beginning of this book in my opening one of my principles 
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articulated as a context for this text was “everything is a Fiction”. Right here, right now, is 
where this especially comes into effect for societies and communities exist by means of 
their Fictions, their linguistically articulated imaginings. What one group calls “love” is 
never exactly what another group does and becomes a cultural or sub-cultural 
particularity and characteristic of their collectivity. This, in fact, is why there is a concept 
called “culture” at all, one that operates inside, but also at odds with, “nature”. The devil 
is in the detail and people only ever talk about human “universals” because they ignore 
such details in their dogmatic rush to impose them, revealing, as they do, that, for them, 
control is perhaps more important than nuance or allowing other people to speak up for 
themselves. (Compare here an entire cultural war about transgender people which 
operates on entirely the same principle and which deliberately ignores difference in 


Favour of a wilfully blind and imposed similarity better termed deliberate ignorance.) 


“But what about jealousy?” you might say, imagining that this seemingly spontaneous 
and internal human emotion has some bearing on the subject at hand. “We are internally 
wired to bond with another in response to a biological, autonomic desire,” you might 
continue. This, as an authority even as prodigious as Charles Darwin suggested, is a 
matter, after bonding (perhaps involving a marriage of some kind), where “jealousy will 
lead to the inculcation of Female virtue; and this, being honoured, will tend to spread to 
the unmarried Females. How slowly it spreads to the male sex, we see at the present 
day.” But, we might imagine Darwin assumed, it was spreading, however slowly, through 
males as well. In addition to this quote, however, Ryan and Jetha supply another one 
From Sarah Blaffer Hrdy about the Amazonian Canela | mentioned earlier. Here a bride 
and groom are admonished “to stay together until the last child is grown” but with the 


proviso that they specifically do not become jealous at the lovers it is imagined and 
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expected each will take in the meantime. For Darwin “jealousy” makes virtue whereas for 
the Canela it is simply something to be avoided as something potentially destructive of a 
relationship also imagined to involve perhaps regular promiscuous sex. Clearly here the 
possibility of jealousy still does not mean one must resort to monogamy or sexual 


Fidelity, however. 


In Fact, Ryan and Jetha observe that, in multiple independent cultures around the world 
that can have had no contact with each other to explain them, the socio-erotic 
exchanges they have discussed often contain “the explicit prohibition against relations 
with one’s habitual partner(s)”. In other words, getting it elsewhere whilst being in 
partnership with a someone or someones (an explicit form of not-monogamy) is the 
order of the day. Positing that the regular occurrence of such a phenomenon might 


indicate something important, they refer, as | also did myself earlier, to the idea that: 


“Ritualized, socially sanctioned, sometimes even obligatory S.E.Ex. reduced disruptions 
caused by jealousy and possessiveness while blurring paternity. It’s not surprising that 
small-scale societies highly dependent upon trust between individuals, generosity, and 
cooperation evolve and promote ways of enhancing these qualities while discouraging 


behavior and beliefs that would threaten group harmony and survival for group members.” 


In other words, and to be somewhat crude about it, if everyone is Fucking everyone else 
(or, at least, has the opportunity to at their own discretion without moral censure) then 
it doesn’t really matter at all that someone in particular is — since everybody is getting 
their share as they desire and can make it so. Regularised promiscuous sex, on this 


understanding, makes promiscuous sex at all an uncontroversial idea. A possibly 
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dangerous jealousy is then completely dissipated. It is only where promiscuous sex is 
aberrant, demonised and illegitimate that jealousy is much more likely to arise in the 
First place. Jealousy, in this understanding, is then consequent on moving towards post- 
agricultural, patriarchal and possessive conceptions of relationship characterised by 
“monogamy”, “marriage” and “paternity certainty”. To be jealous or not to be jealous is 
then seen as part of that social matrix which is described as “how we imagine our sexual 
and/or Familial relationships” which | have been discussing throughout my interactions 
here with Sex At Dawn (as ultimately political things). The examples (often prehistoric 
but certainly not always) that Ryan and Jetha have utilised skew strongly towards 
communal and even matriarchal (egalitarian) understandings of human community and 
human relationships in which the group is the important thing, the thing which sets the 
context for the individual. But, as we have seen, this Focus on the group is actually 
exactly that thing which implicated a strong bias towards personal (sexual) autonomy 
where it was exampled. It is in communities that prioritise cooperation and mutual aid 
that we have seen a consequent promiscuous conception of human sexuality (based in 
individual sexual autonomy) to the ultimate end of community cohesion and survival. 
Such conceptions and communities have not been about sexual control but sexual 
freedom. In communities (dare | say patriarchal communities?) that are about sexual 
control (primarily but not only of women) you get much more top down, authoritarian 
conceptions of society that are about the coercion of people rather than relying on their 
own agency to buy into how a society runs For itself. This is a major disparity for readers 


to consider seriously when imagining society as a sexual-political entity. 


Here the context is that although, as | insist, “everything is a fiction” that never means 


that these fictions are unimportant because they are fictions. In fact, the fact they are 
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Fictions is what is important about them for it means they are the stories we are 
compelled to tell ourselves and others. If Ryan and Jetha assure us that “people are 
willing to think, Feel, wear, do, and believe pretty much anything if their society assures 
them it’s normal” (insert disgusting cultural practice From somewhere around the world 
here) then what matters is what we think that is and why, something that will expose our 
values, beliefs and practices, and their meaning, to the light. Our fictions are then 
important because they are our fictions. Because everybody thinks that what they think is 
important, right? Such Fictions, being exposed, then tell us both who we are — and who 
we are not. In the light of that we can then decide if we still want to be that or if we 
want to be something else instead. For, | don’t know if you've heard, you can be whoever 
you want to be (subject to societal relationships) and we, together, can build societies in 
multiple different ways, each with their own issues and consequences, freedoms and 


responsibilities. 


The last of the things constituent of the “traditional narrative” of love and sex | want to 
deal with here is perhaps the glue that knits all the rest I’ve mentioned over the course 
of this part of my chapter together: romantic love. It will, of course, be observed that 
several of the indigenous and even prehistoric communities that have been mentioned 
in the previous pages do not assume it (such as inventing artificial hunt rituals which lead 
to the whole village sexing each other later that night) but would you have expected 
anything different? Was “romance” the essentialised ingredient of being human that you 
couldn’t get past after marriage, Monogamy and paternity certainty had been 
despatched? Well, sorry, romantic love is just as constructed as anything else. Romeo 


and Juliet is a story just like any other. Everything is a Fiction. 
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When it comes to romance the clue is in asking what it imagines and this congeals in an 
exclusivity of relationship (its special, separate, different, not like any other relationship, 
much like that former partner | mentioned thought in my opening chapter who would 
have seen any dalliance outside of that specific partnership as utter betrayal) many of 
the examples I’ve given here explicitly seem to exist to ignore. The Mosuo, for example, 
imagine many things but are their voluntaristic back door trysts in the flower room, and 
perhaps several a night, romantically exclusive? | don’t think so. The seemingly 
individualist concept “romance”, then, at least in one common expression of it, seems to 
rely on some vision of a “free market relationship” that assumes sexual monogamy as 
basic to human nature and pair-bonding on at least a semi-permanent (and hopefully 
actually permanent) basis in which it is hoped, at least some of the time, that this person 
will never leave you and come to mean everything to you even as you do to them. (This is 
the opposite of Mosuo sexual ethics.) Things like “sexual promiscuity” or “open 
sexuality” seem at odds with such a thing, let alone organised village romps or 


regularised communal promiscuity or mutually agreeable extra-marital sex. 


The Fact is, however, that “For most human beings, reality is pretty much what we're told 
it is” and people throughout the West have been told for a while now (and in 
interminable pop songs, Films and poetry) that love (and so sexual relationship) is about 
romance, about Finding “the one”, about sexual exclusivity and its potential permanence. 
It makes me wanna puke! Perhaps if we were more like the Siriono of Bolivia, who 
conceive of sex like hunger, as simply a natural drive to be satisfied as necessary, a bit of 
what you fancy for breakfast, a bit of what you fancy for dinner and supper too, then we 
wouldn't do this. Certainly, it would help us to see that romance is a fiction and not an 


essential human characteristic always and everywhere present in a similar way. And, | 
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submit, there would be some benefit in that if we did. “Any old port in a storm” is hardly 
the worst of mottos to live by and certainly seems preferable to walking the earth in a 
never-ending search For Mr or Mrs Right, something which has ruined the lives of many a 
sailor on the unforgiving seas of love. What we need here, | intuit, is Heath Ledger's 
Joker popping up at regular intervals to chatise us by saying “Why so serious?” for the 
Western world with its “romance” is so stuffy and serious about sex in the context of 
love. Why not get plugged into the playfulness of sex that so many of the examples in 
Sex At Dawn describe? What happened to the idea in the serious, romantic West, that sex 
can just be for fucking Fun? And when sex becomes about fun — in all its manifestations — 
it will seem to become less about jealousy and/or possessiveness and control, other 


things which we should resist essentialising into ourselves too. 


| Find myself with a problem here, though, for | am a product of this serious, jealous, 
romantic, sexually possessive, society too. IF | may Finish this part of my chapter in 
reflective and autobiographical mode, my “model of love” (quite intuitively, | might add, 
and due most certainly to a film | saw in my formative, imprintable years) is the 
partnership of Valeria and Conan from the 1982 film Conan the Barbarian. (Conan is here 
famously played by Arnold Schwarzenegger whereas Valeria is played by Sandahl 
Bergman - and its Valeria, not Conan, which particularly gets my attention in this movie.) 
Having written what | have just written, in all seriousness and with complete conviction, | 
now wonder if, when applied to myself, it is actually at odds with my own Feelings and 
ideas. In the movie Valeria and Conan become “fast friends” when they both 
coincidentally turn up to steal from the same religious compound (Conan is there with 
his recently made male friend, Subotai, but Subotai is strictly in the “three’s a crowd” 


category in this particular relationship). Valeria, a woman, does not immediately imagine 
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herself to be Conan’s inferior, however — even though the movie to that point has 
portrayed Conan as an ultimate warrior who kills men for (and sometimes as) sport. 
Valeria is her own woman, an autonomous, self-actualising person of considerable 
agency, and can even be said to lead the subsequent raid on the religious compound, 
taunting her male colleagues with the line “Do you want to live Forever?” as she leaps 
From a large tower they have scaled as they make their escape with a precious jewel. 
Throughout the film, in fact, which is remarkable For the time it was made, she is always 
her own person with her own personhood who demands the respect due to her and can 
Fight her own battles with some success. (In this Valeria joins more illustrious “strong 
Female characters” in Film such as Sarah Connor from the Terminator franchise or Ellen 


Ripley From the Alien Franchise.) 


Yet this leads to a sex scene in which Valeria and Conan are seen to be instantaneously, 
romantically, and sexually bonded. They are, so we now imagine, a couple. We, | think, 
have the right to imagine that romantic rules now apply such that they have committed 
themselves to each other sexually, romantically, in an exclusive way. As the story 
progresses, Valeria even pledges her life in order to preserve Conan’s (a fictive eternal 
pair-bonding) — and, in good romantic Fashion, that debt is inevitably called in and Valeria 
is killed by the Film’s antagonist, Thulsa Doom (played by the voice of Darth Vader, James 
Earl Jones), her death subsequently avenged by her hero, lover and champion as the 
climax of the Film. But this is itself done only after Valeria has returned from the dead as 
a Valkyrie — having uttered a line earlier in the Film to the effect that, even were she 
beyond the grave she would come back to save her lover in life, death being no 
appropriate prison for true love. (Remembering that bit makes me cry, even now, as | 


write it out which tells you how much the virus “romance” has infiltrated my being.) Even 
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life and death cannot seemingly separate this love made so immediately and quickly 
(love at First sight, sound Familiar?) in the street before a theft and burglary over drawn 


swords. This is classic romance but what does it have to do with what I’ve been saying? 


That's a bloody good question and | have had to rewatch the film as a result in order to 
think about it. Here’s what | have come up with. | think it has to do with sexual autonomy 
- which both Valeria and Conan have as an absolute characteristic this Film. (In the dozens 
of Conan books written since Robert E. Howard invented the character in the 1930s 
Conan satiates his sexual thirst in practically every land in the mythical Hyboria he is said 
to inhabit. We must consider that Valeria is the same and nothing in the movie dissuades 
us from this. Both are sexually autonomous willing partners but could equally go their 
separate ways again without judgment if they chose to — Conan, in fact, does at one 
point in the Film - and Valeria, along with Subotai whom Conan had previously saved 
From death, then goes looking For him again. Yet both know the score. It is just that in 
this movie they are romantically coupled as a culturally expected structural device of the 


plot.) 


Now sexual autonomy, as | hope | have shown in my previous text here, is a good and 
sometimes necessary thing (especially if you want your pre-agricultural hunter-gatherer 
community to survive). | think it is exampled as a good thing in this Film too (which is a 
Film about “the secret of steel”, the secret being that it is the steel in the human being 
that counts and not the steel in a sword). Autonomy, sexual or otherwise, is then covered 
in this Film which begins with the Friedrich Nietzsche quote coming on screen about that 
which does not kill us making us stronger. What is missing in this Film, however, is the 


communal, mutual aid context of so many of the examples | have discussed after Ryan 
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and Jetha in their book. In Conan the Barbarian autonomy is highlighted and exampled, 
even exemplified and recommended, in makeable or breakable ad hoc individual 
relations. We must all become strong, independent, autonomous people like Conan (and 
Valeria and, to a much lesser extent, even Subotai) is what this Film is saying. The part 
any community might play in this (Conan’s home village is destroyed by raiders in the 
First scene of the film, his parents both murdered, and Conan becomes a slave) is, 
however, missing so that “community” as a concept is neither discussed nor implicated in 
social existence at all. OF course, other people exist and we may interact with them 
(these people being assumed to be going about their own business) but no social 
conception of society or community is put Forward in this Film. Any such constructions 
are assumed to simply be the consequences of purely autonomous, individual choices we 
can make or revoke as we wish rather than these being performed in an already existing 


social context which has, in fact, enabled them. 


The problem here, as even one so enthralled by egoistic anarchism as | can see, is that it 
doesn’t really work like this in real life. (Its worth noting here that Conan the Barbarian 
was brilliantly rewritten and directed by John Milius, a libertarian and militarist 
eccentric. In reading about him, the vibe | get is that we should not expect to Find him 
writing about the values of community, egalitarianism and mutual aid. And we don’t. 
Instead he tells a story about what people can do for themselves — and that they have to 
do it for themselves.) Our lives, sexual or otherwise, are not really or simply the 
outcomes of personal choices, whether we are men and women of steel or not. Our lives, 
in Fact, rely on the actions and activities of lots of other people, some we will know and 
others we won't; they are set in communal context. This is true whether set in the 


imagined pre-history in which Conan is set or set in our own contemporary contexts. You 
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will note, in Fact, that many, if not all, of Ryan and Jetha’s examples are matters of self- 
organising communities of people and not simply personal autonomy. The personal 
autonomy, in fact, was only found necessary and seemingly encouraged in an 
appropriate communal context (whether of a forager band using sex to build community 
or an Amazonian village Facilitating extra-marital sex with outsiders to expand the gene 
pool or with the Mosuo with their separation of sex and family). Here, then, community 
and individuality, sex and survival, are not at odds but ultimately intertwined. Conan the 
Barbarian is not interested in telling this tale, however, it wants to tell a tale of personal 
autonomy and personal steel and so both Conan and Valeria are depicted this way within 
a romantic Framework of more modern expectation. Their sexuality serves only personal 
purposes with no wider communal context. On reflection, | think this appeals to me just 


as much as any “romance” it has infected me with. 


In the real world of Ryan and Jetha in their book, however, coming back to the end of its 
second part that | have been interacting with, this is not authentic to reality (and so, 
bringing the film and my text here into relationship, is seen to be an oversight). In their 
version of that reality sex and politics, sex and economics, sex and community survival, 
have a relationship, a necessary relationship. In their examples, as | have come to see 
myself which is why | give this interpretation now, sex is neither simply a matter of 
sexual autonomy and personal choice or desire nor merely a matter of biological 
reproduction. It is often a means of creating and maintaining community through social 
understandings which enable its uncontroversial practice in a “promiscuous” way. Sex 
here can be seen much more like the lubrication facilitating a deal (or business 
relationship) than the “romance” poets and novelists often write about. Sex, then, is not 


just “for love”. It might not, historically and anthropologically (let alone biologically), 
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have even ever been mostly for love. It might, at bottom, and not simply due to 
biological necessity, have been for sanity and survival through the Facilitation of 
necessary interactions and relationships. All those earlier examples of community 
promiscuity in which the sex seemed to serve a community building purpose, the 
Facilitation of mutual aid, and the building of positive and communal sexual networks, 
should make their point with us very strongly. Sex may have become locked in various 
moral and legal prisons these days but that, actually, is making the same point, that 
point being that sex and politics and sex and economics are not unrelated: they are 
related. How and why you fuck has political and economic consequences at the social 


level. Thus, Ryan and Jetha say towards the end of the second part of their book: 


“How would the prevalence and experience of jealousy be affected in Western societies if 
the economic dependence trapping most women and their children didn’t exist, leading 
female sexual access to be a tightly controlled commodity? What if economic security and 
guilt-free sexual friendships were easily available to almost all men and women, as they are 
in many of the societies we've discussed, as well as among our closest primate cousins? 
What if no woman had to worry that a ruptured relationship would leave her and her 
children destitute and vulnerable? What if average guys knew they'd never have to worry 
about finding someone to love? What if we didn’t all grow up hearing that true love is 
obsessive and possessive? What if, like the Mosuo, we revered the dignity and autonomy of 
those we loved? What if, in other words, sex, love, and economic security were as available 


to us as they were to our ancestors? 


If fear is removed from jealousy, what's left?” 
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What this seems to say to me is that sexual autonomy, and having your own sexual 
agency, is important — but in a world that is not politically and economically free or 
liberating as well you are going to find sexual freedom itself also constrained. Sexuality, 
then, is part of a wider reality and not something which exists in a vacuum devoid of its 
actuality and effects. Pretty much all of the examples Ryan and Jetha have discussed, 
and that | have passed on to you here, bear not just on matters of sexual morality or 
practice but come complete with social, political and economic consequences or are set 
within the contexts of arrangements for such things. They are a whole package however 
they are specifically worked out. (We should note, of course, that this “working out” 
involves multiple options and not merely a singular one.) Here sexual autonomy lines up 
with political and economic autonomy too: we need freedom in all of these areas 
together and not simply in one or two of them. Where these things are controlled, they 
will all tend to be controlled. IF you want political or economic control of a society then 
you will need to control its sex too For sex has a nasty habit of creating its own sets of 
relations (on a sexual basis which can be a very persuasive basis) which, if you let it have 
its head (har har), can create communities of people, connected in and through sex, 
which might then have their own ideas about economics and politics and a sexual motive 
to pursue them. Feminism, for example, partly arose because women were sexually, 
economically and politically oppressed in the West all at once. Their emancipation (still 


ongoing) has involved freedoms and agency in all three areas concurrently. 


Perhaps our prehistoric, forager ancestors had things right then (not to mention, and | 
realise this is a subjective judgment, better, this then being the sense in which 
“primitivism” is to be preferred). Perhaps their imagined tight knit communities of loved 


Up, promiscuous human beings that were entirely happy to “love the one you're with” as 
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they travelled around enjoying nature’s bounty is better than the industrialised, 
authoritarian, controlling hells replete with sexual puritanism here, and commercially 
exploited, highly policed, bodies there, that we have created instead. Consequently, as a 
Final thought from those | have interacted with in this part of my chapter, Ryan and Jetha 


end part two of their book by saying: 


“According to E. O. Wilson, ‘all that we can surmise of humankind’s genetic history argues 
for a more liberal sexual morality, in which sexual practices are to be regarded first as 
bonding devices and only second as a means for procreation.’ We couldn’t have said it 
better. But if human sexuality developed primarily as a bonding mechanism _ in 
interdependent bands where paternity certainty was a nonissue, then the standard 
narrative of human sexual evolution is toast. The anachronistic presumption that women 
have always bartered their sexual favors to individual men in return for help with child care, 
food, protection, and the rest of it collapses upon contact with the many societies where 
women feel no need to negotiate such deals. Rather than a plausible explanation for how 
we got to be the way we are, the standard narrative is exposed as contemporary moralistic 
bias packaged to look like science and then projected upon the distant screen of prehistory, 


rationalizing the present while obscuring the past.” 


The problem, as in modern context it always seems to be (whether in the modern Film 
The Matrix or in those other “dawn books”, Graeber and Wengrow’s The Dawn of 
Everything and Nietzsche’s Dawn), is CONTROL. Consequently, | want to talk about two 
things to finish this chapter that confront this controlling desire and expose it as yet 
another human fiction. The first is the self-organising character of nature itself and the 


second is the (what should be now rather Familiar sounding) sexual ethics of the French 
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anarchist, Emile Armand, which he called “amorous camaraderie”. So let’s look at nature 
First. 
The short opening chapter of Peter Wohlleben’s book The Hidden Life of Trees: What 


They Feel, How They Communicate reads as follows: 


“Years ago, | stumbled across a patch of strange-looking mossy stones in one of the 
preserves of old beech trees that grows in the forest | manage. Casting my mind back, | 
realized | had passed by them many times before without paying them any heed. But that 
day, | stopped and bent down to take a good look. The stones were an unusual shape: they 
were gently curved with hollowed-out areas. Carefully, | lifted the moss on one of the 
stones. What | found underneath was tree bark. So, these were not stones, after all, but old 
wood. | was surprised at how hard the ‘stone’ was, because it usually takes only a few years 
for beechwood lying on damp ground to decompose. But what surprised me most was that | 


couldn't lift the wood. It was obviously attached to the ground in some way. 


| took out my pocketknife and carefully scraped away some of the bark until | got down to a 
greenish layer. Green? This color is found only in chlorophyll, which makes new leaves green; 
reserves of chlorophyll are also stored in the trunks of living trees. That could mean only 
one thing: this piece of wood was still alive! | suddenly noticed that the remaining ‘stones’ 
formed a distinct pattern: they were arranged in a circle with a diameter of about 5 feet. 
What I had stumbled upon were the gnarled remains of an enormous ancient tree stump. All 
that was left were vestiges of the outermost edge. The interior had completely rotted into 
humus long ago—a clear indication that the tree must have been felled at least four or five 


hundred years earlier. But how could the remains have clung onto life for so long? 
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Living cells must have food in the form of sugar, they must breathe, and they must grow, at 
least a little. But without leaves—and therefore without photosynthesis—that's impossible. 
No being on our planet can maintain a centuries-long fast, not even the remains of a tree, 
and certainly not a stump that has had to survive on its own. It was clear that something 
else was happening with this stump. It must be getting assistance from neighboring trees, 
specifically from their roots. Scientists investigating similar situations have discovered that 
assistance may either be delivered remotely by fungal networks around the root tips— 
which facilitate nutrient exchange between trees—or the roots themselves may be 
interconnected. In the case of the stump | had stumbled upon, | couldn't find out what was 
going on, because | didn’t want to injure the old stump by digging around it, but one thing 


was clear: the surrounding beeches were pumping sugar to the stump to keep it alive. 


If you look at roadside embankments, you might be able to see how trees connect with each 
other through their root systems. On these slopes, rain often washes away the soil, leaving 
the underground networks exposed. Scientists in the Harz mountains in Germany have 
discovered that this really is a case of interdependence, and most individual trees of the 
same species growing in the same stand are connected to each other through their root 
systems. lt appears that nutrient exchange and helping neighbors in times of need is the 
rule, and this leads to the conclusion that forests are superorganisms with interconnections 


much like ant colonies. 


Of course, it makes sense to ask whether tree roots are simply wandering around aimlessly 
underground and connecting up when they happen to bump into roots of their own kind. 
Once connected, they have no choice but to exchange nutrients. They create what looks like 


a social network, but what they are experiencing is nothing more than a purely accidental 
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give and take. In this scenario, chance encounters replace the more emotionally charged 
image of active support, though even chance encounters offer benefits for the forest 
ecosystem. But Nature is more complicated than that. According to Massimo Maffei from 
the University of Turin, plants—and that includes trees—are perfectly capable of 
distinguishing their own roots from the roots of other species and even from the roots of 


related individuals. 


But why are trees such social beings? Why do they share food with their own species and 
sometimes even go so far as to nourish their competitors? The reasons are the same as for 
human communities: there are advantages to working together. A tree is not a forest. On its 
own, a tree cannot establish a consistent local climate. It is at the mercy of wind and 
weather. But together, many trees create an ecosystem that moderates extremes of heat 
and cold, stores a great deal of water, and generates a great deal of humidity. And in this 
protected environment, trees can live to be very old. To get to this point, the community 
must remain intact no matter what. If every tree were looking out only for itself, then quite 
a few of them would never reach old age. Regular fatalities would result in many large gaps 
in the tree canopy, which would make it easier for storms to get inside the forest and 
uproot more trees. The heat of summer would reach the forest floor and dry it out. Every 


tree would suffer. 


Every tree, therefore, is valuable to the community and worth keeping around for as long as 
possible. And that is why even sick individuals are supported and nourished until they 
recover. Next time, perhaps it will be the other way round, and the supporting tree might be 


the one in need of assistance. When thick silver-gray beeches behave like this, they remind 
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me of aherd of elephants. Like the herd, they, too, look after their own, and they help their 


sick and weak back up onto their feet. They are even reluctant to abandon their dead. 


Every tree is amember of this community, but there are different levels of membership. For 
example, most stumps rot away into humus and disappear within a couple of hundred years 
(which is not very long for a tree). Only a few individuals are kept alive over the centuries, 
like the mossy “stones” I’ve just described. What's the difference? Do tree societies have 
second-class citizens just like human societies? It seems they do, though the idea of “class” 


doesn’t quite fit. It is rather the degree of connection—or maybe even affection—that 


decides how helpful a tree’s colleagues will be. 


You can check this out for yourself simply by looking up into the forest canopy. The average 
tree grows its branches out until it encounters the branch tips of a neighboring tree of the 
same height. It doesn’t grow any wider because the air and better light in this space are 
already taken. However, it heavily reinforces the branches it has extended, so you get the 
impression that there’s quite a shoving match going on up there. But a pair of true friends is 
careful right from the outset not to grow overly thick branches in each other's direction. 
The trees don’t want to take anything away from each other, and so they develop sturdy 
branches only at the outer edges of their crowns, that is to say, only in the direction of ‘non- 
friends.’ Such partners are often so tightly connected at the roots that sometimes they even 


die together. 


As a rule, friendships that extend to looking after stumps can only be established in 
undisturbed forests. It could well be that all trees do this and not just beeches. | myself have 


observed oak, fir, spruce, and Douglas fir stumps that were still alive long after the trees 
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had been cut down. Planted forests, which is what most of the coniferous forests in Central 
Europe are, behave more like the street kids | describe in chapter 27. Because their roots are 
irreparably damaged when they are planted, they seem almost incapable of networking 
with one another. As a rule, trees in planted forests like these behave like loners and suffer 
from their isolation. Most of them never have the opportunity to grow old anyway. 
Depending on the species, these trees are considered ready to harvest when they are only 


about a hundred years old.” 


When you have let that sink in and absorbed its meaning and consequences in the 
context of the ruminations on sex before it, consider then the following text from 
Stephen Harrod Buhner’s biological textbook, Plant Intelligence and the Imaginal Realm: 
Beyond the Doors of Perception into the Dreaming of Earth. The section | am using, 


headed “Self-Organization”, is from the book’s Fourth chapter, “Everything is Intelligent”: 


“Nothing has undermined the older, more mechanical view of the world more than 
spontaneous self-organization and the resultant nonlinearity of living systems—and their 


implications. As mathematician Steven Strogatz puts it... 


‘In every case, these feats of synchrony occur spontaneously, almost as if nature has an 
eerie yearning for order. And that raises a profound mystery: Scientists have long been 
baffled by the existence of spontaneous order in the universe. The laws of thermodynamics 
seem to dictate the opposite, that nature should inexorably degenerate toward a state of 
greater disorder, greater entropy. Yet all around us we see magnificent structures that have 


somehow managed to assemble themselves. This enigma bedevils all of science today.’ 
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‘Eerie?’ Strogatz's word choice is deeply revealing. Eerie means ‘strange and frightening 
and its synonyms are: uncanny, sinister, ghostly, unnatural, unearthly (nice one), 
supernatural (and so on). The majority of reductive scientists, when they experience this 
fundamental aspect of reality, experience one overriding emotion: fear. Self-organization 
leads to an inescapable conclusion: there is more going on than mechanical reductionism 
perceives or can explain. (Bedevil is interesting as well: ‘to torment mercilessly, plague, 
worry, annoy, frustrate, be possessed by devils, bewitch,’ and finally... ‘to spoil or ruin.’ ‘It 


ruined our good time and our lives are now plagued by merciless Earth devils.) 


Such self-organization always begins the same way, or as researchers Scott Camazine et al. 
put it, ‘At a critical density a pattern arises within the system.’ Thus, when a container is 
packed with increasing numbers of molecules, at a certain point, which can never be 
predicted, the random motions of the billions and billions of molecules will suddenly show a 
sudden alteration in behavior, all of them will spontaneously synchronize. The molecules 
begin to move and vibrate together. They begin acting in concert, actively cooperating, and 
become tightly coupled together into one, interacting whole exhibiting a collective, 
macroscopically ordered state of being. They become a unique living system of which the 
smaller subunits (the molecules) are now only a part. At such a moment, the molecules have 
combined into a system that is self-organized. A phase change occurs. Something more than 


the sum of the parts has come into being. And... it just happens. 


Like water turning into ice. 


And you can't predict what the system will look like after the phase change. For instance, at 


one degree above freezing water is still liquid, but a simple decrease of one degree in 
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temperature causes a sudden shift in the water’s state, a phase transition. A very tiny 
change, as small as 1/100th of a degree once the temperature is approaching freezing, will 


cause the water to change its physical form. Suddenly. 


Synchronization occurs abruptly and, unless it is something you have already experienced, 
it’s impossible to know that it’s going to happen. One moment there is one state, the next 
something entirely new comes into being. This is why the potential for a phase change in 
Earth environment is so dangerous. Such a shift will not be a simple alteration in what we 
have always known. It will be like water to ice, something completely different, so different 
in fact that none of the current cultural and scientific assumptions/pictures will be of use to 


our survival. 


And that new thing? Neither its physical nor its behavioral nature can be predicted from a 


study of its parts—from an analysis of the prior state. As Camazine et al. comment... 


‘Complexity and complex systems generally refer to a system of interacting units that 
displays global properties not present at the lower level. These systems may show diverse 
responses that are often sensitively dependent on both the initial state of the system and 
nonlinear interactions among its components. Since these nonlinear interactions involve 


amplification or cooperativity, complex behaviors may emerge.’ 


There is no linear additive process that, if all the parts are taken together, can be 


understood to create the total system that occurs at the moment of self-organization, it is 


not a quantity that comes into being. It is not predictable in its shape or subsequent 
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behavior or its subsequent qualities. There is a nonlinear quality that comes into being at 


the moment of synchronicity. 


There is also not just a shift in form in that moment of self-organization but also the 
emergence of new behaviors. That is, the system begins to act. As physicist Paul Davies 
comments, nonlinear systems ‘possess the remarkable ability to leap spontaneously from 
relatively featureless states to those involving complex cooperative behavior.’ And those 
behaviors? They can be as different as water to ice. It can be something like, oh, | don’t 
know, like... pathogenic bacteria all over the Earth suddenly becoming completely resistant 
to antibiotics, all at the same time. Or Earth temperature suddenly jumping 20 degrees 


Fahrenheit and staying there... forever. 


The system begins to display something other than synchronicity, it begins to act as a unit, 
to have behaviors. And just as a study of the parts of a self-organized whole cannot give an 
idea of the larger whole’s nature, so too the study of the smaller parts’ behaviors cannot 
give an idea of the larger system's behavior. As Camazine et al. note, ‘an emergent property 
cannot be understood simply by examining in isolation the properties of the system's 
components... Emergence refers to a process by which a system of interacting subunits 
acquires qualitatively new properties that cannot be understood as a simple addition of 
their individual contributions.’ Or as systems researcher Yaneer Bar-Yam puts it, ‘A complex 
system is formed out of many components whose behavior is emergent, that is, the 
behavior of the system cannot be simply inferred from the behavior of its components. .. . 
Emergent properties cannot be studied by physically taking a system apart and looking at 


the parts (reductionism).’ Or as Goethe put it over two centuries ago... 
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‘Life as a whole expresses itself as a force that is not to be contained within any one part... 
The things we call the parts in every living being are so inseparable from the whole that 


they may be understood only in and with the whole.’ 


The whole, tightly coupled system, at the moment of self-organization, begins to act upon 
its microscopic parts to stimulate further, often much more complex, synchronizations. A 
continuous stream of information begins flowing back and forth, extremely rapidly, 
between the macroscopic, ordered whole to the smaller microscopic subunits and back 
again (interoceptive) so that the self-organizing structure is stabilized, its newly acquired 
dynamic equilibrium actively maintained. This information stream also immediately includes 
the external environment, where a similar, rapid flow of information occurs (exteroceptive), 
in order to more fully enhance stability. In other words, the system becomes deeply engaged 
in processing interoceptive and exteroceptive data, analyzing it, and altering its self- 
organized state based on that analysis. The system is now displaying what is called 


emergent behaviors. 


At some point the increasing number of molecules that self-organized crossed a threshold 
beyond which occurred that moment of self-organization. On one side there was nothing 
but randomized molecular movements, on the other there was sudden self-organization 
and emergent behavior. All self-organized systems remain very close to this threshold, just 
barely on the self-organized side of it. It is this dynamic balance point, near the edge of 
chaos, that makes the system so responsive to the interoceptive and exteroceptive inputs, 
that leads to an incredible capacity for innovation in self-organized systems. Michael 


Crichton described it impeccably... 
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‘Even more important is the way complex systems seem to strike a balance between the 
need for order and the imperative for change. Complex systems tend to locate themselves 
at a place we call “the edge of chaos.” We imagine the edge of chaos as a place where there 
is enough innovation to keep a living system vibrant, and enough stability to keep it from 
collapsing into anarchy. It is a zone of conflict and upheaval, where the old and new are 
constantly at war. Finding the balance point must be a delicate matter—if a living system 
drifts too close, it risks falling over into incoherence and dissolution; but if the system 
moves too far away from the edge, it becomes rigid, frozen, totalitarian. Both conditions 


lead to extinction. ... Only at the edge of chaos can complex systems flourish.’ 


This threshold line, that edge between anarchy and frozen rigidity, is not a like a fence line, 
it is a fractal line; it possesses nonlinearity. It is, in fact, much like a coastline, and like a 
coastline its exact orientation in space and time ebbs and flows. At the moment the 
threshold is crossed, at the moment when self-organization occurs, the new living system 
enters a state of dynamic equilibrium. From that point on, the self-organized system retains 
an elegant sensitivity to that threshold point; it exists just on the balanced side of that 
threshold and so constantly monitors any incoming energy flows that touch it, for each 
incoming energy flow causes the system to move slightly too close to the line again—a 
process that can cause it to lose organization entirely if allowed to go too far. As that 
occurs, the system analyzes the nature of the flow it has encountered and crafts a response 


to it which will restore the balance point. A very simple example of this is... juggling.” 


When you have taken this in my third quotation For you to consider comes From chapter 


Five of Stefano Mancuso and Alessandra Viola’s book, Brilliant Green: The Surprising 
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History and Science of Plant Intelligence. The parts | am clipping from this book come 


under the headings “The Intelligent Plant” and “Every Plant is a Living Internet Network”: 


“We'll begin this section by restating the obvious: plants don’t have a brain. We've said this 
several times in the preceding pages, but we repeat it here to be even more explicit: plants 
have no organ that remotely resembles the brain as we understand it. In humans, the brain 
is the seat of intelligence, and indeed we use expressions like ‘has a brain’ or ‘is brainless’ to 


refer to the presence or absence of evident intellectual ability in a person. 


Like most of the familiar animals we recognize as having some form of intelligence, we're 
endowed with this extraordinary organ whose complexity and functioning for the most part 
still elude us, and without which, at least among members of the animal kingdom, there is 
no cognition. Now the first question to ask is this: Is the brain really the only production site 
for ‘intelligence’? Would a brain without a body still be intelligent, or on the contrary, would 
it appear to be only a group of cells without any special characteristics? Would we be able 
to find in it any traces of intelligence? The answer, unequivocally, is no. The brain of our 
greatest geniuses is no more intelligent in and of itself than the stomach. It’s not a magic 
organ and it certainly couldn't create anything on its own. Information coming from the rest 


of the body is fundamental for any intelligent response. 


Well, in plants, cognition and bodily functions are not separate but are present in every cell: 


a real, living example of what artificial intelligence scientists call an ‘embodied agent,’ that 


is, an intelligent agent that interacts with the world with its own physical body. 
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We've emphasized repeatedly that evolution has given plants a modular structure, not 
concentrating functions in individual organs but distributing them in the entire living being. 
This was a fundamental strategic choice, as we've seen, allowing plants to lose even 
substantial parts of their own organism without risk to their survival. So a plant has no 
lungs, or liver, or stomach, or pancreas, or kidneys. And yet it can still carry out all the 
functions performed by these organs in animals. Then why must the lack of a brain prevent 


it from being intelligent? 


Let’s look at the root, the part of the plant in which, as we’ve seen, Darwin perceived 
decision-making and directing capacity. Its point, the root tip, has the universally 
acknowledged function of directing underground growth and soil exploration in search of 
water, oxygen, and nutritive substances. Now, it would certainly be easy to hypothesize an 
automatic growth, guided by simple instructions such as “Look for water” or “Grow 
downward.” In that case, there really would be nothing to the root’s job: detect water and 
develop in that direction, or grow downward, guided by the force of gravity. But in fact, the 
root has a much more complex function than this. It has many tasks to perform and 
different needs to balance; the tip is required to make complex assessments as it directs the 


root in its exploration of the soil. 


Oxygen, mineral salts, water, and nutrients are usually found in different areas of the soil, 
sometimes far apart. So the root must continually make crucial decisions: grow toward the 
right and reach the phosphorus it needs so much, or toward the left and reach nitrogen, 
always in short supply? Grow downward in search of water, or upward where there’s more 
likely to be good air to breathe? How to reconcile needs that call for opposite choices? In 


addition, let’s not forget that on its path the root often encounters obstacles to avoid, or 
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outright enemies (another plant, parasites) which it must ‘dodge’ and defend itself against. 
And this is only the start, because then the local needs of an individual root must be 


reckoned against the global needs of the entire plant, which may be different. 


So many variables, and each one fundamentally important for life! How can a plant keep all 
its roots from growing toward the same point, perhaps in search of water? This would be a 
real, concrete danger if root growth were controlled automatically. To address this 
question, at this point it’s important to understand how the fabulous root tip is made and 


how it functions. 


The tip is the extreme point of the root, and its size varies from species to species, from a 
few tenths of a millimeter (for example in Aradiopsis thaliana) to a couple of millimeters (as 
in corn). Usually white in color, the tip is the vital part of the root, the part that reaches out 
and has the greatest sensory capacities; it is also an area of intense electrical activity based 
on action potentials, electrical signals closely resembling the signals occurring in the 
neurons of animals’ brains. Each plant has millions of root tips: the root system of even a 


very small plant may have more than 15 million! 


Each root tip continuously detects numerous parameters such as gravity, temperature, 
humidity, electric field, light, pressure, chemical gradients, the presence of toxic substances 
(poisons, heavy metals), sound vibrations, the presence or absence of oxygen and carbon 
dioxide. A stupendous list, but far from exhaustive: the number of these parameters is 
constantly being updated by researchers and increases from year to year. The root tip 
registers these continuously and guides the root on the basis of a real calculus that takes 


into account the plant organism's different local and global needs. No automatic response 
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could possibly answer the requirements of the root tip! In fact, each tip is a true ‘data 
processing center’; it doesn’t work alone, but in a network with millions of others that make 


up the plant’s root system. Each plant Is a Living Internet Network. 


Until now, we've been discussing the functioning of an individual root tip, but even small 
plants such as rye or oats may have tens of millions of root tips, while in a tree—though no 
studies exist of this topic specifically—it’s reasonable to assume there are hundreds of 
millions. How do all these roots work together? The individual root tips of the same plant 
shouldn't be considered independently, but as a network capable of functioning collectively. 
To understand what we're talking about here, let’s think about the Internet, the largest and 


most powerful network ever created by human beings. 


For the solution of very complex calculations, research in recent decades has developed in 
two different directions that closely relate to our discussion about plants. On one hand, it 
has led to the production of individual megacomputers, more and more powerful and 
capable of carrying out astounding quantities of calculations in very short times (the IBM 
computer Sequoia, in operation since 2012, in one hour can complete a series of 
calculations that would take 6.7 billion people working with hand calculators 24 hours a 
day 320 years to perform); on the other hand, it’s been directed toward utilizing the 


immense calculating capacity possessed in total by a network such as the Internet. 


These two opposite strategies recall those played out by evolution to increase the 
calculating capacity of living organisms: on one hand, increasingly large and better- 
performing individual brains (with humans in the Sequoia’s role); on the other, a distributed 


intelligence, such as we see in insect societies and in plants. The calculating speed (in units 
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of time) of a supercomputer is fundamental and will always exceed that of a computer 
network like the Internet, but the security offered by the network is also an important 
factor that should not be underestimated. The Internet network, the first version of which 
(Arpanet) was created by DARPA (Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, a program 
of the U.S. Department of Defense), was initially conceived and constructed modularly in 
order to be able to withstand a large-scale nuclear attack. Even if most of the individual 
computers constituting the network were destroyed—this was the crux—the network’s 


modular construction would ensure its survival and thus the transmission of data. 


Does that sound familiar? It’s the same strategy adopted by plants: millions of root tips 
working in a network so that the destruction or predation even of an important part 
doesn’t compromise the network's survival. By itself, one root tip doesn’t have great 
calculating capacity, but together with the other root tips it is capable of extraordinary 
feats, just like an ant, which cannot map out strategies on its own, but by working with 
other ants creates a society that’s among the most complex and structured in nature. But 
how do the roots manage to collaborate and coordinate with each other? We don’t yet 


know for certain, but recent research allows us to make interesting hypotheses. 


The root system is first of all a physical network in which the roots are connected to each 
other anatomically. And yet, this connection doesn’t seem at all to be the most important. 
In fact, the signals enabling each root to communicate with the others probably don’t travel 


inside the plant. How is this possible? 


Returning to our ant comparison, try imagining the root tips as a colony of insects: the ants 


are not even physically connected to each other, and yet they act in a coordinated way 
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through chemical signals. Maybe the roots do likewise? Plants are true masters of the art of 
producing chemical molecules of every kind and for every purpose; so it wouldn’t be 
surprising if the hypogeal (underground) parts, like the aerial parts, released chemical 


signals to communicate with one another. 


But now we've entered the realm of hypothesis, and so we should consider other 
possibilities. For example, the root tips may be extremely sensitive to electromagnetic 
fields, including those caused by nearby root tips, and may behave accordingly. Or they may 
perceive sounds made by other roots as they grow. As we Know... recent studies have 
shown that each growing root gives off sounds similar to ‘clicks,’ which may be perceived by 
the root tips of plants nearby. In that event, there would be a very convenient 
communication system: as we've seen, these sounds seem not to be produced intentionally 
by the plant, but rather to result from the breaking of the cell walls during growth. In that 
case, this would be a so-called parsimonious signal, a signal that achieves its purpose while 


sparing the plant the effort, or rather the energy expenditure, necessary to produce it.” 


Take some time to consider this before moving to engage with the Final quotation | wish 
to submit for your consideration in this part of my chapter — before then, Finally, coming 
to my point in quoting any of them at all in the context of sex and sexuality here — which 
is the abstract at the beginning, and the conclusion at the end, of an article called 
“Plants are intelligent, here’s how” in the academic biological journal published by 
Oxford University Press, Annals of Botany (edition 125, pages 11-28 for reference 
purposes). In this article four of the leading biologists of plant intelligence in the world 


today — Paco Calvo, Monica Gagliano, Gustavo Souza and Anthony Trewavas - make their 
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case for why plants should be considered fundamentally intelligent. The abstract and 


conclusion to this essay are as follows: 


“e Hypotheses: The drive to survive is a biological universal. Intelligent behaviour is usually 
recognized when individual organisms including plants, in the face of fiercely competitive or 
adverse, real-world circumstances, change their behaviour to improve their probability of 
survival. 

* Scope: This article explains the potential relationship of intelligence to adaptability and 
emphasizes the need to recognize individual variation in intelligence showing it to be goal 
directed and thus being purposeful. Intelligent behaviour in single cells and microbes is 
frequently reported. Individual variation might be underpinned by a novel learning 
mechanism, described here in detail. The requirements for real-world circumstances are 
outlined, and the relationship to organic selection is indicated together with niche 
construction as a good example of intentional behaviour that should improve survival. 
Adaptability is important in crop development but the term may be complex incorporating 
numerous behavioural traits some of which are indicated. 

* Conclusion: There is real biological benefit to regarding plants as intelligent both from the 
fundamental issue of understanding plant life but also from providing a direction for 


fundamental future research and in crop breeding. 


Keywords: Intelligence, adaptability, learning, real-world circumstances, selection, systems 


biology... 


This article has highlighted adaptability as a critical property that incorporates learning and 


memory, and is involved in evolution and individual survival of wild plants. Intriguingly, 
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exploration and exploitation (competition and selection) are involved in all these processes. 
The ability to sense the extent of the environment for any individual wild plant is, along 
with its genomic, learnt and memory structures, a critical issue for fitness. The complexity 
involved is substantial and we consider that framing this capability as intelligent rightly 
ascribes the recognition of adaptability as a critical element to the life cycle of any 
individual. ‘The phenomena of irritability both in the vegetable and animal kingdom must in 
the main be purposeful. All those adaptations in the organism are purposeful which 
contribute to its maintenance and insure its existence’... The goal of understanding plant 
intelligence is very unlikely ever to be achieved by looking at one environmental feature at 
a time in laboratory conditions as suggested by Chamowitz (2018). It will be necessary 
instead to use real-world conditions, examining multiple interactions and with experiments 


spread over time.” 


Now, you are probably wondering, given this chapter so far has wandered through Cynic, 
Hittite and Roman history and then dallied in historical and anthropological study of 
human sexual thought and practice, why we are now lingering on the nature of plants 
(and natural systems and their behaviour to some extent as well). What does this have to 


do with anything? 


Its a good question and hopefully the next few paragraphs will shed some light on the 
connection. First, let me deal with the quotations above, all from academic biological 
professionals, which, | suggest, are all giving expression to one common conclusion 
which | am going to put in my own words (and so for which | am alone responsible; please 
read the academic sources for a fuller account of this imagined common theme). This is 


that: 
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ALL LIFE, FROM THE SMALLEST SINGLE-CELLED ORGANISM TO THE MOST COMPLEX 
LIFE WE HAVE EVER FOUND, IS INTELLIGENT, AWARE, ADAPTIVE AND FUNDAMENTALLY 
SELF-ORGANISING. THIS IS SUGGESTED ON THE BASIS THAT, IF IT WEREN'T, IT WOULD 
SIMPLY NOT BE ALIVE. IT WOULD BLINK OUT OF EXISTENCE JUST AS QUICKLY AS IT 
BLINKED INTO IT, THESE CHARACTERISTICS BEING NECESSARY FOR LIFE. THESE 
CHARACTERISTICS, THEN, ARE CHARACTERISTICS WHICH BECOME EQUATABLE WITH 
THE CONCEPT “LIFE” ITSELF IF WE USE THAT WORD IN A PRAGMATIC OR FUNCTIONAL 


SENSE. WHAT IS LIFE? INTELLIGENT, ADAPTIVE SELF-ORGANIZATION. 


My point is then that if life is itself interchangeable with words like “selF-organisation’”, in 
pragmatic or functional terms, then this must apply to all the actions of life as well - 
which then become both the results and consequences of such self-organisation. It must 
apply, in other words, — and here’s my angle — to sex as well. What is being said here is 
that if life is selfeorganisational at the basic biological level, in every cell of its existence, 
then everything life does must be understood in this context too. “SelForganisation” 
then becomes a biological principle, a principle of the natural world in all of its activity 
itself, its practice — and anthropological extrapolation into communities all over the 
globe all throughout the life of our species — then being expected. Why wouldn’t people 
then organise their sex as they saw fit, the result of their own adaptability and 
intelligence, their own awareness to and of an environment, if self-organisatory 


characteristics are implicit in the appearance and actuality of life itself? Why indeed. 


| do not now intend to make a long and complex argument for this however. (You can 
read the easily findable and ever increasing literature on this For more. The authors | 


have referenced are all good starting points and have produced both popular and 
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advanced literature on their ideas.) It is enough For my purposes to put this principle of 
life Front and centre in your thoughts as you consider the fictions and realities of sex, 
both in this chapter and throughout the rest of this book. It is, after all, surely not 
without relevance on the subject of sex to ask what life even is or is about. Here is my 
answer, one sourced from some prominent biological minds. Life, so they (and others 
not mentioned) say, is self-organisation according to some kind of intelligence (which 
need not be the same kind of intelligence - as human beings, plants and, say, bees or 
ants demonstrate) which results in adaptation to circumstances and ability to affect 


one’s environment as part of an activity called “survival” or “being alive”. 


But you might wonder how taking all this on board affects the argument here in relation 
to my discussions about sex in this chapter. Allow me one example before | move on to 


close out this chapter with a discussion of Emile Armand’s “amorous camaraderie”: 


There is a phenomenon known as “cultural relativism”. Cultural relativism is occurring 
when you say “Those people over there may think that but we over here think this”. It is 
a making views and values relative to various cultures. Now consider that we are having 
a discussion about sex; specifically, in fact, about what a “man” and a “woman” are. 
Imagine there is someone who insists that they know what these things are (and that 
they insist they are, and must be, true for all people everywhere) but you, hearing this, 
get into a discussion with them about it, pointing out that in various parts of Brazil or 
India or Indonesia people have very different ideas about what these things are. Imagine 
that they then reply along the lines of “Well people in those places can believe what 
they like but we, in this place, believe, or should believe, what | believe.” That is cultural 


relativism. It imagines that people can believe what they like but that such views have no 


228 


rights outside the cultures from which they come. Of course, a corollary of this is that 
none of these views can claim universal rights or application (even if, in Fact, as many do, 
they claim such rights from within the cultural matrices From within which they emerge 
anyway and regardless). But see what has happened here? By conceding the right of 
others from elsewhere to believe what they like (on the understanding, perhaps, that 
they are “others” from “elsewhere” - which is always where strange, weird and 
disreputable ideas come From) you have relativised your own view as well. IF you concede 
that people can believe what they like then, in that very judgment, you are saying they 
don’t have to believe what you like. Your only other option is to insist that they HAVE to 
believe what you like and become an authoritarian in regard to your views — a choice 
many people actually make. In other words, to be clear about this, you can’t insist on a 
universal without desiring to impose it on everyone forcibly. In this case, any concession 
to people being allowed to come to their own views, such as in cultural relativism, is 


dropped. 


But now put all this in the context of the self-organisational principle of life itself, 
especially, in this case, the selForganisational aspect of intellectuality which seems to 
suggest that people and communities should naturally be Free to come to their own 
conclusions about intellectual matters and the understanding/interpretation of things 
generally. In that context, Forcing anybody to a point of view about anything is contrary 
to such a principle (or, as some might say, an actuality or reality). Here “cultural 
relativism” is infinitely more understandable and acceptable for it describes people who 
come to their own views, values and practices. Rather than imagining an abstract “one 
correct point of view” with the ability and authority to arbitrate all (possible) views, it 


imagines simply that people left to themselves will come to their own (relative) 


229 


conclusions and it does so on the basis of the principle that life (and so its intelligence) 
organises itself — For it must to exist and be alive. This is a principle, | think, that we need 
to embrace and run with for, when understood politically, | think its name is simply 
ANARCHY. 

ANARCHY was something with which the Frenchman Emile Armand, born the son of 
progressive bourgeois Parisians in 1872, became familiar throughout his life. Due to his 
family’s standing in life, he was given a good education but its anticlerical nature 
produced in the young Armand the opposite reaction (as it does in many young people) 
and he became interested in mystical religion. Armand’s Father had Fought as one of the 
Paris Communards in 1871 during that brief, but bloody, grasp at some measure of 
Freedom and, as a result, the Family fled to London for a while. As the young Armand got 
older, and after they returned from exile to France, he at first became a Christian but 
then abandoned it and, having reading anarchist literature, became an anarchist. His 
early adult life consequently became a series of rejections. He rejected his birth name, 
and so his Family (creating his own name in its stead), his religious faith (and perhaps also 
the idea of religious Faith as well) and the morality it claimed to espouse, and also his 
wife, the institution of marriage itself seeming like a shackle to him as we would later 
see in the expounding of his ideas. He would go on, in fact, to create his own identity as 
an “individualist anarchist” and the inventor of something he would term “amorous 
camaraderie” which one commentator describes as “a combination of sensuality and 
Freedom, of love and respect.” This was not simply an identity, however, but an imagined 
way to exist, and co-exist, socially, a way of life. Armand became an active writer 
throughout most of his life and most of his works, in numerous anarchist journals, 


periodicals and pamphlets, many of which he founded or edited himself, were often 
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polemic For his way of life. | shall try and pick out some choice pieces of this material that 
has survived Armand (who lived to the ripe old age of 90, only dying in Rouen, in his 
native France, in 1963). In this material we will Find interesting parallels, connections and 
comparisons with the historical and anthropological material we discovered in Sex At 


Dawn. 


Before we can move to discuss Armand’s ideas about sex, however, we need to have 
some basis for understanding his approach to anarchism, his view of the world and how 
he wanted to live in it, something which is neither the idea that everyone in charge 
should be bombed and everything else destroyed, creating a chaos, nor the idea, as 
some other people calling themselves anarchists would suggest, that people should be 
gerrymandered into benevolent social organisations and relationships (whether 
“anarcho-communist” ones or “anarcho-syndicalist” ones or any other ideologically and 


necessarily “collectivist” ones) instead of those they currently engage in. 


|, in Fact, take Armand to be a representative of that kind of anarchism (Zo d’Axa, 
Voltairine de Cleyre, Emma Goldman, Albert Libertad, Renzo Novatore, Wolfi 
Landstreicher, Max Stirner in his avowed “egoism” and Friedrich Nietzsche in his 
Zarathustran and free-spirited “transvaluation of all values” would also be important 
figures in an associated way) which he describes as “individualist” (as opposed to 
communist or socialist or collectivist) but which should not be confused with either 
libertarianism as contemporaneously understood (especially in its American Form) or so- 
called “anarcho-capitalism” into which some (again American) variants of individualist 
anarchism subsequently mutated. Armand, as we will see, stands for the all- 


encompassing autonomy, agency and free association of the individual to form 
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relationships of affinity without authoritarian influence from outside institutions or self- 
appointed others and for others who would pursue the same for themselves according 
to their own interests and proclivities. You may choose, with me, should you wish, to see 
this as the political, economic, moral and intellectual expression of a philosophy of self- 
organisation. Perhaps, however, it is best to let Armand speak for himself in this regard. 


This is the opening to his 1911 piece, “Mini-Manual of Individualist Anarchism”: 


“To be an anarchist is to deny authority and reject its economic corollary: exploitation—and 
to reject it in every domain of human activity. The anarchist wishes to live without gods or 
masters; without bosses or directors; a-legal, without laws and without prejudices; amoral, 
without obligations and without collective morality. He wants to live freely, to live his own 
idea of life. In his heart of hearts, he is always asocial, insubordinate, an outsider, marginal, 
an exception, a misfit. And obliged as he is to live in a society the constitution of which is 
repugnant to his temperament, he dwells there as a foreigner. If he makes unavoidable 
concessions to his environment—always with the intention of taking them back—in order 
to avoid risking or sacrificing his life foolishly or uselessly, it is because he considers these 
concessions weapons of personal defence in the struggle for existence. The anarchist wishes 
to live his life, as much as possible—morally, intellectually, and economically—without 
concerning himself with the rest of the world, exploiters or exploited, without wanting to 
dominate or to exploit others, but ready to respond by all means against whomever would 
interfere in his life or would prevent him from expressing his thought by the pen or by 


speech. 


The anarchist’s enemies are the State and all its institutions, which tend to maintain or to 


perpetuate its stranglehold on the individual. There is no possibility of conciliation between 
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the anarchist and any form whatever of society resting on authority, whether it emanates 
from an autocrat, from an aristocracy, or from a democracy. No common ground is possible 
between the anarchist and any environment regulated by the decisions of a majority or the 
wishes of an elite. The anarchist combats, for the same reasons, the teaching furnished by 
the State and that dispensed by the Church. He is the adversary of monopolies and of 
privileges, whether they are of the intellectual, moral or economic order. In a word, he is the 
irreconcilable antagonist of every regime, of every social system, of every state of things 
that involves the domination of other men or the environment over the individual, and of 


the exploitation of the individual by another or by the group.” 


Consider now, for comparison’s sake, how this same Armand describes his position 46 
years later, in 1957 when he is 85 years old, in the short piece “Individualist 


Perspectives”: 


“The anarchist individualists do not present themselves as proletarians, absorbed only in the 
search for material amelioration, tied to a class determined to transform the world and to 
substitute a new society for the actual one. They place themselves in the present; they 
disdain to orient the coming generations towards a form of society allegedly destined to 
assure their happiness for the simple reason that, from the individualist point of view, 


happiness is a conquest, an individual's internal realization. 


Even if | believed in the efficacy of a universal social transformation, according to a well- 
defined system, without direction, sanction, or obligation, | do not see by what right I could 
persuade others that it is the best. For example, | want to live in a society from which the 


last vestige of authority has disappeared, but, to speak frankly, | am not certain that the 
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‘mass,’ to call it what it is, is capable of dispensing with authority. | want to live in a society 
in which the members think by and for themselves, but the attraction which is exercised on 
the mass by publicity, the press, frivolous reading and by State-subsidized distractions is 
such that | ask myself whether men will ever be able to reflect and judge with an 


independent mind... 


It is asked of me why | call my individualism ‘anarchist individualism’? Simply because the 
State concretizes the best organized form of resistance to individual affirmation. What is 
the State? An organism which bills itself as representative of the social body, to which 
power is allegedly delegated, this power expressing the will of an autocrat or of popular 
sovereignty. This power has no reason for existing other than the maintenance of the 
extant social structure. But individual aspirations are unable to come to terms with the 
existence of the State, personification of Society, for, as Palante says: “All society is and will 
be exploitative, usurpacious, dominating, and tyrannical. This it is not by accident but by 
essence.” Yet the individualist would be neither exploited, usurped, dominated, tyrannized 
nor dispossessed of his sovereignty. On the other hand, Society is able to exercise its 
constraint on the individual only thanks to the support of the State, administrator and 
director of the affairs of Society. No matter which way he turns the individual encounters 
the State or its agents of execution, who do not care in the least whether the regulations 
which they enforce concur or not with the diversity of temperaments of the subjects upon 
whom they are administered. From their aspirations as from their demands, the 
individualists of our school have eliminated the State. That is why they call themselves 


mn 


‘anarchists. 
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Armand, then, was not that kind of anarchist who looked forward to, or for, “the 
revolution”. He imagined “the revolution” was something about you now and the 
relationships you create and maintain right now (things we might equate with that good 
he regards as “having ‘an independent mind’”). We can, in Fact, describe his philosophy, 
such as it is, as a philosophy of relationships and of self-organising people selForganising 
their own relationships as they see fit and, obviously, For the purpose of their own happy 
prosperance. If you are not able to see in these descriptions something approaching the 
political, economic and social conditions of the foragers and hunter-gatherers that were 
sometimes discussed by Ryan and Jetha in Sex At Dawn then | would like to gently 
suggest that you consider doing so for the conditions that Armand imagines, albeit 


idealistically, as a result are not dissimilar. 


The huge fly in Armand’s ointment, of course, as it is in all of our ointments, is that we no 
longer live in the political and economic conditions of the foragers and hunter-gatherers. 
Their almost complete and total freedom (to just go somewhere else, disobey orders or 
create new relationships, cultures and ways to live - as Graeber and Wengrow discuss as 
vital Freedoms in The Dawn of Everything) has been replaced by the incarcerating 
structures, institutions and social relationships of authoritarianism, coercion and 
exploitation that we now know as our global political and economic realities today. 
Anarchists of Armand’s type don’t care about that though. Seeing the world forced at 
gunpoint into one form, they do not want to Force it into another. They simply seek to 
practice their own autonomy, agency and Free association with others in the world to the 
extent that they are able. Just as no deity on high is controlling the universe, so they 
think no one on earth should be controlling that either. Get on with your own life, such 


people say, and if enough people do that then the rest will take care of itself. It is For this 
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reason | see Armand’s anarchism as about the self-organising organising themselves, an 
idea about relationships rather than the purposeful and intentional creation of a new 
world order. It is noticeable in this respect that throughout his life Armand became 
interested in the creation of communities of such like-minded people (at their own 
discretion, of course), not as guerilla cells aiming to destroy the outside world but as a 
means for the like-minded to share relationships with each other. He called this 


“amorous camaraderie” but before we get to that we must describe how he got to it. 


Armand was himself involved in several erotic relationships during the course of his life. 
Earlier on in that time he consented to Formal marriages. The first, as | have detailed, he 
rejected, but the second brought him a measure of Financial security as his second wife 
was a woman with a little wealth. This enabled Armand to pursue his intellectual 
interests without having to worry about starving to death and to engage in his various 
writing and publishing enterprises as acts of political education. He did this not just in 
the explicit anarchist realms of politics and economics but also in the area of sex and 
sexuality for, like others such as Emma Goldman, he saw anarchism, and _ its 
consequences, as a matter of much more than simply a necessary correction in political 
and economic spheres of life. In sexual and inevitably moral spheres, too, Armand’s 
understanding of “anarchism” had an influence. Consider, then, the Following short note, 
titled “Variations on Voluptuousness”, which was published along with a longer piece, 


“On Sexual Liberty” (which | shall come to shortly), in 1916: 


“| know that sensual pleasure is a subject about which you do not like people to speak or to 
write. Dealing with it shocks you. Or provokes a joke in bad taste among you. You have 


books in your libraries which embrace nearly all the branches of human activity. You possess 
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some dictionaries and encyclopedias. You count perhaps a hundred volumes on one 
specialty of manual production. And | do not speak of political or sociological books. But 
there is not on your shelves a single work consecrated to sensual pleasure. There are some 
journals concerned with numismatics, philately, heraldry, angling or lawn bowling. The least 
poetic or artistic tendency has its organ. The tiniest chapel of an ism has its bulletin. The 
novels of love abound. And we find brochures and books concerned with free love or sexual 
hygiene. Not one periodical devoted to sensual pleasure frankly considered, without 
insinuations. As one of the sources of the effort to live. As a felicity. As a stimulant in the 
struggle for existence. Long studies unroll on the techniques of painting, and sculpture — 
on the working of wood, stone, and metals. | search in vain for documented articles which 
consider sensual pleasure as an art — which exhibit its ancient refinements — which 
propose novel ones. It is not that pleasure leaves you indifferent. But it is only clandestinely, 
in the shadows, behind closed doors that you discuss or debate it. As if nature was not truly 
voluptuous. As if the heat of the sun and the scent of the meadows does not invite sensual 


pleasure? 


| am not unaware, certainly, of the reasons for your attitude. And | know its origin. The 
Christian poison flows in your veins. The Christian virus infects you cerebrally. The kingdom 
of your Master is not of this world. And you are his subjects. Yes, you, socialists, 
revolutionaries, anarchists, who swallow without batting an eye a hundred columns of 
estimates for demolition or social construction, but that two hundred lines of appeal to 


voluptuous experience ‘obsess’ — that is to say ‘scandalize.’ Oh, slaves!" 


Armand’s complaint here seems to be that people find themselves, under the moral yoke 


of Christianity, unable to openly discuss the art and technique of sexuality as an activity 
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regarded as a care of the self or as a means to both personal and relational 
development. We might also add here that the sneaking suspicion is that sex can be 
talked about in some ways (for example, in terms of unacceptable partnerships or sexual 
health) but that it may not be openly discussed as a pleasure, and in terms which aim to 
Focus on how to make it even more pleasurable. Sex, in this description, is then imagined 
as something shameful to discuss in public as a thing in its own right which is a 
pleasurable activity human beings can engage in. The suggestion is then of a puritan 
avoidance (rather than embracing) of sexuality, something which has its purpose but 
which should not be openly enjoyed let alone discussed. Sex, perhaps, is seen here as 
dirty or “scandalizing” by our connection with it. (Think, For comparison, of people today 
on social media who share sexuality openly and are frowned upon by a proportion of the 
other users as “sex people” engaging in the sharing of content they would not want to 
see on their timelines. Such people might regard these others as “sex obsessed” even as 
Armand reports of those infected with Christian morals here. A most unCynic attitude. 
We should not then be surprised when the likes of Emma Goldman reported that 
everything was often fine with their Fiery anarchist rhetoric until they started talking 
about sex when everything went crazy. Sex does seem to have an unimpeachable ability 


to provoke others into hysterical response, something Armand knew for himself as well.) 


Armand, we may then intuit, was looking for a sexual liberty beyond such a mentality. He 
discourses on this more Fully in a short article “On Sexual Liberty” that was published 
together with this previous note as | explained before. Since this piece is itself hardly 
lengthy, | will publish that here in Full as well before coming to the points | think should 
be especially noted from it in our discussion of Armand’s sexual and self-organisatory 


anarchy: 
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“Before explaining our notion of ‘sexual liberty,’ | think it is necessary to define liberty itself. 
We all know that liberty could not be an end for there is no absolute liberty; just as there is 
no general truth, practically speaking, but what exists in particular verities, there is no 
general liberty; there are only particular individual liberties. It is not possible to escape 
certain contingencies; one cannot be free, for example, to not breathe or digest... Liberty is 
only an abstraction like Truth, Purity, Goodness, Equality, etc. And an abstraction cannot be 


an end. 


Considered, instead, from the particular point of view, ceasing to be an abstraction and 
becoming a way, a means, is how liberty is to be understood. It is in this way that we call for 
the freedom of thought, which is to say the power, without external hindrance, to express 
thoughts in speech or in writing in the manner in which they present themselves in our 
minds. It is, so understood, the integral expression of the thought which is the goal pursued 


here and not liberty. 


It is precisely because there are only particular liberties that we can, departing from the 
domain of the abstract, place ourselves on a solid terrain and affirm ‘our needs and our 
desires’ much better than ‘our rights,’ - an abstract and arbitrary expression - stifled, 


mangled or distorted (as they are) by various sorts of authorities. 


Intellectual life, artistic life, economic life, sexual life — we demand for them the liberty to 
manifest themselves freely, as individuals, in view of the liberty of individuals, apart from 
the legalistic conceptions and prejudices of religious or civil order. We demand for them 
grand rivers where human activity flows to run without obstacles — without the locks of 


‘moralityism’ or the dams of ‘traditionalism’ troubling or miring their course. Allin all, better 
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the liberties, with their impetuous errors, their nervous jolts, their impulsive ‘lack of 
perspective,’ than the authorities, immobile facades and frozen gates before which we wilt 
and die. Between life out of doors and life in the cellar, we choose the outdoor life. 

wie 

When we call for ‘sexual liberty’ — what do we mean? Do we mean ‘freedom to rape’ or 
debauchery? Do we desire the annihilation of sentiment in the love-life, the disappearance 
of attachment, tenderness and affection? Do we glorify unthinking promiscuity or 
animalistic sexual satisfaction at any time and place? Not at all. In calling for sexual liberty 
we simply demand the possibility for every individual to act, as they wish and in all the 
circumstances of their sexual life — according to the qualifications of temperament, 


sentiment, and reason which are peculiar to them. 


Thus, we do not demand the liberty to ‘rape.’ Attention: their sexual life — that does not 
imply the sexual life of another. Neither do we demand a liberty of the sexual life which 
would precede any sexual education. On the contrary, we believe that, gradually, in the 
period preceding puberty, the human being should be left ignorant of nothing that concerns 
sexual life — that is, the inevitable attraction of the sexes — whether that sexual life is 
considered from the sentimental, emotional or physiological point of view. We believe that 
advanced minds should have taken it to heart to recommend and propagate that education, 
to never let an occasion escape to engage in it; we think that, from the moment that we 
have just indicated, not only should the human being know what delights — sentimental, 
emotional, and physical — the sexual life holds, but also what responsibilities it leads to. 
Both sexes should be lead to understand, for example, that it is up to the woman to choose 
the hour of conception. And neither sex should be ignorant of the means of contraception. 


Following my thought to its logical conclusions, | would say that in a society which had not 
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made it possible for its female constituents to refuse or avert an undesired pregnancy, 
those constituents would be perfectly justified in leaving their progeny to the care of the 


collectivity. 


We do not separate the ‘liberty of the sexual life’ from ‘sexual education.’ 

eK 

Contrary to the prejudices of religious or civil orders, we treat the sexual question like the 
intellectual question, like all the questions raised by human activity. Just as the experiences 
of life, taken as a whole, appear necessary to us, so too do experiences in that particular 
phase of life that is sexual seem similarly indispensable. We declare it an ‘absurdity’ for a 
young boy or girl of sixteen years to be bound for life in marriage and yet nothing appears 
more natural than a person of that age maintaining sexual relations with another, of the 
emotional or physical sort. Moreover, sexual life from fifteen to twenty years of age differs 
from sexual life considered at thirty-five or in the autumn of life. Sexual life is so 
complicated that the existence of (multiple) simultaneous experiences of sexual existence is 
easily comprehensible since, in each experience, sometimes it is the sentimental or 
emotional side which dominates, sometimes the emotional or sensual side, and sometimes 
it is the side of pure physical satisfaction. From experience to experience, the degrees of 
moral, emotional or voluptuous sensations vary so strangely that we can conclude from it 


that no experience resembles that which preceded it - or is pursued similarly to it. 


We do not normally pursue identical experiences (which are, as a consequence, individually 


experienced). 


241 


For we do not exclude intense, voluptuous, sensual pleasure from these experiences; we put 
such pleasure on the same plane as intense intellectual pleasure (artistic, literary, etc.), 
moral pleasure and economic pleasure. We consider as paltry moralists, those morally 
mutilated, all who place sensual pleasure on some lesser plane. None of the experiences of 
life are inferior except those caused by the fear of life or the imbalance of the will. Now, 
normal voluptuousness, contrary to these - whether that is the enjoyment of a splendid 
landscape or an intensely lived sensual experience — is to engender love of life and exercise 
of the will. 

wee 

Thus ‘liberty of sexual life’ is not synonymous with ‘debauchery,’ otherwise known as ‘loss of 
moral equilibrium.’ Sexual liberty is exclusively individual order. It presupposes an education 
of the will which permits each to determine for themselves the point where they will cease 
to be master of their passions or penchants, and education perhaps much more instinctive 
than it appears at first glance. Like all liberties, that of the sexual life involves an effort, not 
of abstinence — (in fact, abstention from the experiences of life is a mark of moral 
insufficiency, as is debauchery a sign of moral weakness) — but of judgment, discernment, 
and classification. In other words, it is not so much a question of the quantity or number of 
experiments as of the quality of the experimenter. To conclude, then, liberty of the sexual 
life remains united, in our mind, with a preparatory sexual education and a power of 


individual determination (i.e. personal agency). 


A liberty of sexual life in all circumstances, of course: in or out of union... If it is true that 
sexual experiences differ from one another then how can jealousy — morbid attitude of 
love — exist? Can an individual subject or object of an experience reasonably bemoan the 


lack of necessary qualifications which make one of their fellows the subject or object of yet 


242 


another experience? Sentimental experience is one thing, sensual experience another, and 
the choice of a procreative partner yet another. It could be that the person a woman 
chooses as a procreative partner would not be the one for whom she feels the most 
affection and that she seeks in that person certain physical qualities to which she is 
indifferent in the other. Could the one reasonably be jealous of the other?... 

eK 

Let’s round this all up. By placing the emotional phenomena among the experiences of 
ordinary life once again, we have not at all wanted to diminish the importance of the factor 
“love” in human existence. We think that an experience can be experienced seriously, 
profoundly, intensely, but consider that we would be spared many disenchantments and 
sufferings if a number of the facts of life, instead of being considered as definitive, 
appeared as temporary, modifiable, revisable — essentially variable. This is accepted from 
the scientific point of view, from the intellectual point of view and from all points of view 
— so we therefore cannot comprehend how it would be otherwise from the sentimental, 
emotional or sexual point of view. So it is not enough for us that this idea be adopted 
hypocritically and practised clandestinely. We demand for research into, and the practice of, 
sexual liberty that same broad daylight as for those of other liberties, persuaded that its 
development and evolution are linked not only to the increase of individual and collective 


happiness but also, in large part, to the disappearance of the present state of things. 


Moreover, we do not declare ourselves more in favour of monogamy or plurality in love than 
we do against either; and it could well be that, in a given couple, one of the constituents 
will practice monogamy while the other practices plurality. And it could be that, after some 
time, monogamy could appear preferable to plurality and vice versa. These are individual 


questions. What we are asking is that we cease to qualify experiences as either more or less 
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legitimate depending on whether they are simple or unique. We also ask that all people be 
instructed about these things and that a father, mother, or partner not profit from their 
privileged situation by keeping these matters hidden from those who are obliged to trust 
them. To each, then, education to determine their sexual life as they intend, to vary its 
experiences or to hold themselves to one alone: in a word, to proceed ‘at will’ (i.e. according 


to their own agency).” (Items in bold are Armand’s original emphasis.) 


There are, to my mind a Few things to glean from this piece (which was written before 
Armand had yet conceived of “amorous camaraderie” as the name for that he was taking 
about). We should not imagine, of course, that it was written to any context but a 
modern, Western, industrial one cognisant of both political liberalism and economic 
capitalism (with side orders of heteronormativity and patriarchal hierarchy to boot) all 
washed down with a healthy dose of morality and custom (not least in regard to 
marriage, then an institution meant to be lifelong which chained people together 
whether in love or not). Thoughts of Amazonian villages, with their socio-sexual rituals, 
or prehistoric hunter-gatherers who love each other to survive are not then relevant in 
this case. In what Follows, | want to point out and discuss a Few of Armand’s ideas in this 


context before moving on to amorous camaraderie itself: 


1. First of all, Armand, seemingly Feeling socially curtailed in regard to the practice of, or 
discussion about, sex, argues that sexual liberty means the liberty to manifest sexuality 
freely and so, to this extent, without social institution, censure or consequence. This 
involves similar freedoms as would be expected in intellectual or artistic areas (consider 
“Freedom of speech”, for example) but also Freedom from legalistic (and moralistic) 


censorship coming From religious or civil sources. 
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2. Armand’s ideal for sexual liberty, if he can be said to have one, is that of an educated 
human being with their own personal agency which they consequently are free to 
exercise in a self-responsible way. (These points are also expanded upon in further 
points below.) This is thus the opposite of a policing, socially authoritarian, “we know 
best and you must do what we say” attitude towards sexual behaviour. Armand, unlike 
Thomas Hobbes, does not believe people must be controlled lest they all tear each other 
limb from limb (or, one imagines, start fucking each other in outrageous and 


uncontrolled Frenzy). 


3. Armand’s sexual liberty is not liberty in regard to other people (and using them 
sexually) but in the activities and directions one chooses for oneself. In Fact, such liberty 
is expressly NOT liberty in regard to the coercing or exploitation of others and, 
consequently, Armand accords the same liberty to each as he would accord to himself so 


that each has this same self-articulated and self-responsible liberty too. (See point 2.) 


4. As also noted in my second point, Armand’s ideal sexuality, which is constructed in 
such a way as to be the imagining of a sexual liberty For all, is Fundamentally educative 
and based on the sexual education of each and every person, ideally when people are 
still pre-teens (i.e. before puberty) and so before their bodies become sexually mature 
and begin to experience overt sexual Feelings (and interest) for themselves according to 
biology. Armand, in fact, seems to suggest that there can be no sexual liberty, properly 


conceived, unless those in possession of sexuality are properly educated about it. 


5. Armand imagines that if a society does not allow women to control their own sex lives, 


not least in the matter of when or if they conceive or in the matter of the abortion of an 
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unwanted and unplanned child, then that society should itself bear the responsibility of 
any child born as a result - which should then be regarded as the community's 


responsibility. 


6. Armand makes the observation that sex can hit differently at different times and 
places; it is not simply a unitary experience, unchanging from occasion to occasion. 
Moreover, not only is sex differently experienced From person to person, but it may also 
be experienced differently by the same person, either from occasion to occasion or over 
time. Circumstances and feelings, as only two examples, can thus greatly affect how we 
experience sex which is never just the same thing repeated. Implicitly, then, Armand 
argues that we should factor this variety and nuance into our thinking about sex rather 


than lyingly considering it but the case of a single thing, similarly experienced. 


7. Armand’s essay, taken as a whole, seeks to normalise and “non-controversialise” sex 
such that it becomes an unexceptional subject to think about or discuss. He, in 
distinction to many of those we can imagine as his rhetorical opponents, seeks to make 
sex as a subject just another aspect of normal life (yet without at all downplaying that 


which makes it special or different). 


8. Armand, who elsewhere | have typified as “the ethical anarchist”, takes the view that 
sexual liberty is not at all at odds with “moral equilibrium”. It is not an “animalistic” 
approach to sex (here Armand Falls into the Fallacy that crazed sex is a matter of sex like 
animals, something which Ryan and Jetha exposed as false in Sex At Dawn) but an 
approach in which the educated, self-responsible, moral individual becomes responsible 


for their own actions. (No responsibility without autonomy; with autonomy comes 
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responsibility.) He thus conceives of sexual liberty, as he describes it, as entirely moral in 


his own understanding of that term. 


9. This “educated, self-responsible, moral individual” (see also point 2) is highlighted 
again when Armand describes his idea of sexual liberty as a matter of “exclusively 
individual order”. This emphasises most strongly that Armand conceives of the practice 
of sexuality (or perhaps, in his terms, the art of it) in terms of a personal autonomy and 
agency rather than a constricting and coercing social concern. What people want to do 
sexually, in other words, is their business and not the government's, the Church's or 
anybody else’s. In this respect, Armand’s comment that “the quality of the 
experimenter” matters is then a Further reference to his ideal that sexual liberty, as he 
understands it, is about educated, self-responsible people and not to be separated From 
such an idea as a result. It is, then, absolutely not an uneducated or ignorant free For all 
or an “anything goes” in his conception. Armand imagines that people will know what 


they are doing and why. It is an ethical and reasoned behaviour For him. 


10. Armand’s idea of sexual liberty is posited on the basis of sexual openness with those 
we have, or want to have, sex with. It is not about keeping people in the dark or 
deceptive, secretive trysts but being straight with lovers (or potential lovers) in regard 
to our desires and proclivities and then allowing others to decide for themselves what 
their sexual lives will, or should, involve. That said, Armand does not believe that sexual 
partners have any rights, legal or moral, over what sexual activities their partners may 
get up to elsewhere and without them involved. Whilst some may prefer only a single 
partner, they should have no expectation that their partners may be similarly minded. 


Others, in fact, may have a feeling for polyamory and want different partners for entirely 
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different reasons (one for fun and one to make children, for example) due to the 
qualities they see in them or the characteristics they exhibit. Armand, without positing 
or imposing an overall preference himself (which would contradict his belief in sexual 
autonomy and agency), imagines that people should be left to decide such things for 
themselves (without outside coercive pressure) as the autonomous sexual beings with 


agency who are able to Form their own free associations that he imagines them to be. 


Lest you think this is just talk on Armand’s part, however, one can give the case of a 
certain America Josefina Scarfo, an Argentinian teenager who wrote to Armand, then 
the editor of an anarchist publication, in late 1928 about her relationship with a married 
man ten years her senior (the man’s wife knew about this relationship but that is not 
especially important given Armand’s attitude to these things, as his response shows). 
Scarfo, then still a schoolgirl and someone who had received hate and scorn in some 
quarters for her relationship with this man, was seemingly seeking moral support From 
this Foreign anarchist whose views, in essays like those | have so far discussed, had been 
disseminated to anarchist communities across the world (Scarfo and her lover were both 
anarchists too). In publishing Scarfo’s letter in his publication the month Following its 
being sent, Armand would not comment on the teenager’s sincerely expressed Feelings 
at all (since he apparently regarded them as entirely legitimate and her own 
autonomous business) but merely tell her to Follow her own autonomy and agency in 
these matters because, as Armand seems to assume, she is their only legitimate judge as 
to their honesty and authenticity. He says this not only in regard to those outsiders 
calling Scarfo names or accusing her of some kind of impropriety towards this man, his 
wife or family, but also regardless of if the man’s wife was OK with this extra-marital 


relationship or not. Armand, put simply, does not think that marriage should have any 
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consequence where sexual agency and autonomy comes into play. As such, this example 
(and Scarfo's example of “ethical and reasoned behaviour” in explaining her sexual 
relationship) then perfectly demonstrates Armand’s views in this short essay more 


practically in all its lived consequences. 


And so to “amorous camaraderie”, a phrase made up of two words that come from 
French and which means “loving Friendship”. This is basically Armand’s conception of the 
the conditions of a sexual associationism that conforms sexual unions and liaisons to 
anarchist conceptions of human relationship generally, based on the anarchist principles 
of personal agency and autonomy in a society entirely composed of freely associating 
relationships without coercion from outside others or their social bodies or institutions. 
(In other words, without bosses, cops, governments, etc., Forcing us to live our lives in 
terms of certain fixed relationships into which we are physically compelled in order to 
survive.) In such a context, relationships are imagined to occur, rather than how they 
occur today, simply in the context of affinity alone (of one person for another or in terms 
of acommon purpose differing parties can agree as two basic ways to configure this). All 
Armand really does to this general understanding of human relationships in terms of 
love and sexuality is apply it to them simply and consistently in order to highlight exactly 
the importance of the anarchist values autonomy, agency, free association and affinity 
relations. Explicitly he does this asking, as we shall see, if a sexual liberty based on such 
things is really worse than forced moralism and forced monogamy (the then societal 


norm, even among many who called themselves “anarchist”). 


This is explained in a piece called “Lemon Drops” where Armand, having argued that 


“cheating” in love is no worse than conceptions of fixed, monogamous marriage in terms 
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of the “evils and miseries” it produces, goes on to argue that sexual and erotic matters 
are never to be regarded as matters of “dictatorship” or of the dominion of one person 
over another (or one sex over another). In Fact, he further argues that “moralism and 
authoritarianism are tied to each other like ivy to an oak tree” and he impugns jealousy, 
accumulation, exclusivity and forced Fidelity not only in amorous contexts but in of those 
nationalism, chauvinism, patriotism, bellicosity, exploitation and domination generally. In 
this he claims to be afraid of “dead love” and opposes it with the “living love” of his own 


imagination. As he says in his own words: 


“It’s not that | want the death of love, but rather | am afraid of dead love. To this | oppose 
living love, which breaks the chains of prejudice, tears off the masks of pride, and leaves 
disdainfully; that love which is above good and evil, unbridled love, flowing and unhindered, 
drunken, aphrodisiac love, equal and plural, generous love that no one denies. | oppose it to 
the pallid, coarse, limited, scarce, prudish love, ignorant of passion and adventure, that is 
glued to the love for one person alone like a snail is glued to its shell, a stingy love that does 


not give itself because it can offer so little.” 


Armand then claims to be an erotic adventurer who wants experience for its own sake 
(something he thinks social conservatives deliberately avoid in their studied dogmatism) 
but he also makes the following argument for plurality in love on the grounds of 


imagined social benefits in terms of the relationships it creates: 


“For me, the primordial question is that of Knowing: does not propaganda in favour of 
amorous pluralism, of the conquest of the faculty of plural love, in its triple form, 


intellectual, sentimental and carnal — does not that propaganda value human unity? If an 
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individual lets himself or herself know others more intimately, and allows others to know 
them more intimately, don’t they glow more brightly, live with more intensity; doesn’t he or 
she appreciate with more looseness and freeness of spirit the energies of his or her 
comrades, doesn’t she become less poor, less curt, less stingy in the contact with others that 
determines his or her everyday life? That is what interests me as a bringer of anarchy, 
convinced that sentimental poverty, the indigence of amorous lustre, and conjugal 
dogmatism constitute excellent fields of operation in which to plant the seeds of truth in 


orthodox or archist spirits.” 


Armand, then, finds that sexual and erotic autonomy which leads to plurality and 


polyamory to be educative. Like Cynics did, in Fact. 


Yet another Cynical aspect of Armand’s approach to this subject is his body positivity — 
or, at least, his lack of body negativity. In “Lemon Drops” he writes that, according to 
social conservatives, no doubt, but also many anarchists who cannot shake off their 
attachments to mainstream morality, he is surely to be regarded as a “great pervert” (he 
should consider how Sade is then regarded!) - yet he makes a rational argument here For 
there being no noble and shameful parts of the body (as Sade), also questioning why 
similar people wish to hierarchicalise human pleasure, having noble and ignoble versions 
of these things too. He asks, “How can one have an anarchist concept of life and at the 
same time construct a hierarchy of the sensations? | cannot bring myself to understand 


that.” 


This thought is carried on in an essay From the 1930s titled “Revolutionary Nudism” 


where Armand details his belief that nudity is an emancipatory activity which 
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undermines authoritarian conceptions of human relationships according to morality, 
custom and law. This, of course, follows from Armand’s belief that no part of the body is 
shameful (there is no “hierarchy of body parts”) and so something that must necessarily 
be hidden. But he Further sees in nudity an activity of protest against those who would 
despise the body or regard it as shameful as well as one of liberation in its refusal to bow 
down to the social authoritarians with their notions of moral or legal codes which 
shackle the body and its expression. Armand also argues in this piece that clothes, in 
many cases, signify social relationships (authorities spiritual and civil both wear kinds of 
uniform, for example, to signify their authority and power) whereas nudity is egalitarian 
in comparison. Yet he also argues nudity produces a better camaraderie when practised 
together since it promotes a greater intimacy and comfortability between people who 
are not then embarrassed by their common physicality. He prefers the open embrace of 
the naked body (i.e. honesty) to the tease or titillation induced by the hypocrisy of 


attempting to hide it away despite quite natural human desires and interests. 


Armand imagines amorous camaraderie both “A concept of voluntary association that 
encompasses amorous manifestations, passionate and voluptuous gestures” but also 
something entirely natural, something completely in line with humanity's “impulse 
towards sexual promiscuity” (which Ryan and Jetha’s anthropological researches in Sex 
At Dawn would seem to validate). Armand argues that where some authority does not 
poke its nose in to dictate sexual conduct, the human being is quite naturally and 
instinctively polyamorous according to its own individual desires and proclivities. He 
examples the various erotic Festivals, carnivals and associations of various times and 
cultures to demonstrate this, creating a picture of quite naturally Flowing sexuality. He 


adds that “humans have a very hard time putting up with monogamy and monandry” (a 
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judgment with which Ryan and Jetha concurred and which Sade desired). His own 
solution, of course, is amorous camaraderie, which, as in the case of nudism, he imagines 
creates a closer, more complete, more intimate companion or associate. He imagines 
that, in people who share this understanding of human relationships, a better bond is 
Formed as a result. He thinks of it as both more honest and more open, not jealous, 
possessive or defensive, a positive embrace of human relationships more generally. As 
already hinted at, he thinks of such “loving Friends” as adventurers as opposed to 
dogmatists and by no means does he mean to make his idea a new straitjacket for human 
relations. Its basis is always personal agency, autonomy and freedom to associate on 
one’s own terms and at one’s own discretion. It is about honest, open human relations in 
which no one is coerced or deceived and all have the education and freedom to make 
their own choices. More than merely the emancipation of bodies, it is also the 


emancipation of feelings too. 


In this respect, Armand says: 


“Sentiment is of an individual nature, but it is susceptible to education, to conversation, to 
intensive and extensive acculturation, like everything that is part of the domain of the 
senses, everything that pushes sensibility forth. One might wish to be more sentimental 
than one is, and this can be achieved, in the same way as one can come, through the 
appropriate care, to make a tree or the land produce more beautiful fruits, or larger thorns. 
One can, by looking carefully, learn to be a good lover, to be tender, affectionate, caring, as 
one can learn to be a sailor or a speaker of a foreign language. It is certainly a question of 
temperament, but it is also a question of will; of reflection, of the search for personal 


tastes. 
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Thus, from the sentimental point of view, everything is liberated that makes sentiments fall 
into place, into the manifestations of individual sensibility, between the products of the 
personality’s vital constitution. Everything, sentimentally speaking, is liberated that 
considers feelings to be a susceptible product — like all the products of human sensibility — 


of development, intensification, improvement, or vice versa.” 


In other words, human beings are not fixed or permanent emotional or sexual beings. 
They are malleable and can change —- and, educating themselves, they may almost 
certainly do so. The monogamist or monandrist can become the polyamorist by such 
means, the heterosexual become the polysexual. And much more besides. In short, 
Armand is against applying the words “always” and “never” to any sexual life —- either in 
terms of how we think of ourselves or in terms of relationships with other specific 
people. An example of this is shown in his comments on how to deal with definitive 


breaks in sexual relationships. Here he says: 


“The experience of amorous camaraderie begins at the moment when two beings like each 
other; if not in detail, at least a grosso modo (roughly). Generally this happens without 
anyone worrying about the future, and it can also happen after a long period of reflection. 
It can take place when one loves in general and the other desires in particular. From the 
moment when one of the participants declares, beforehand, that they don’t consider the 
amorous experience a caprice, the experiment goes on, until it is ascertained whether both 
are in agreement. Amongst ourselves, we find that we have too much scientific spirit about 
us to draw any conclusions from fortuitous encounters. We know perfectly well that, in the 
same way as the swallow’s song doesn’t make the spring, neither can one or two hours of 


love reveal everything the people involved are capable of manifesting. 
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Theoretically, the amorous experience might last an hour, a day, or ten years. It can last for 
an instant or it can go on for the whole duration of a person's life. Practically, it ends when 
those who lived it agree to put an end to it, or when whoever announces his or her desire to 
interrupt it gets the sincere agreement of his or her co-experimenter. To impose the breakup 
of an amorous experience on a fellow human being is an act of authority (voluntary or not), 
as it is also an act of authority to impose an end to living together. To make someone accept 
an amorous rupture requires a refined tact, an extreme delicateness, requires taking various 
precautions. Perverse words, malevolent insinuations, bitter reproaches — these are 
weapons which anarchist individualists refuse to use. Their greatest worry is to avoid the 
suffering of those they want to leave behind. The practice of polyamory permits the 
prolongation of the amorous experience and avoids all brusqueness. In any event, in that 
case it is always between comrades that one puts an end to an amorous experience: 
without offending, sweetly; between comrades disposed towards starting again tomorrow, 


as the case may be. Amongst us no experience, of any kind, ends definitively... 


... A comrade may, for instance, love a certain person, A, with the intention of prolonging 
the amorous experience and of living together, and also love another person, B, with the 
same spirit, but without living with them, and also love C and D on a pure whim. What is 


most important is that all intentions are made clear.” 


We see, here, perhaps, why | have termed Armand “the ethical anarchist” and highlighted 
his rationality. He does not wish to treat the party From whom one is separating badly 
but with respect. He even argues that, in some cases, it is suggested people find new 
lovers For those they are leaving behind to replace them so that any injurious emotion 


they may suffer is reduced or redirected into a new love. One need not be selfish or 
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spiteful about these things. Additionally, he also posits polyamory as a practical strategy 
of physical love which defends against the downsides of amorous splits as, in that case, 
one has not put all one’s eggs in one basket and, if one splits with one person, one still 
has others with whom they are still involved. | also like that Armand calls lovers (or 
potential lovers) “experimenters”: this sets the tone for what each, what any, act of love 
is: an experiment in loving relationship and physical love articulated by those involved in 
it themselves and for their pleasure, education and enjoyment. This, in fact, bears once 
again on the subject of sexual education, a subject Armand ties very closely to our sexual 


experiences and our responsibility For them. In another place he in Fact says: 


“A human being should know not only what delights — sentimental, emotional, physical — 
are reserved for us by sexual life, but also what responsibilities it implies. A serious sexual 
education would not ignore the problem of making procreation voluntary, nor would it 
ignore the thesis that ‘it is the woman’s choice when she will conceive.’ Or even that 
‘extreme’ opinion that ‘society should allow women to choose to abort her children or to 
give them over to the collective for them to raise them.’ It would also treat the subject of 
contraceptives and other precautions one should take to avoid the fearsome effects of 
venereal disease. The propaganda of the freedom of love is indispensable for bringing each 
individual to serious reflection about the negative effects of these diseases, to 
consciousness of their symptoms, information too often left to mystery or treated too 


lightly.” 


Sex, of course, is not without its physical consequences, even where pregnancy is not an 
issue. Armand would have absolutely no one ignorant of the consequences of any kind of 


sexual activity. This being the case, however, amorous camaraderie decrees that “sexual 
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relations between men and women (except those which individual temperament bars) 
can right now become as Free, as variable, as multiplied, as intellectual or moral relations 


between humans are, or should be.” 


In conceiving this idea, Armand imagines that “it is insane to try to reduce love to an 
equation or to limit it to one Form of expression. Those who attempt this will Find right 
away that they've been walking the wrong road. The amorous experience knows no 
borders, no limits. It varies From individual to individual” — and this is surely correct. Yet 
he goes on to write, under the heading “the social environment and sexual relations”, 


that: 


“Sensual, sentimental, or affective, a great duplicity is imposed on sexual relations. The 
legal kind of love is for many people the only they know; that is, the lifelong union of two 
beings who usually didn’t know each other so well before their ‘marriage’, who in their 
flirting and relationship before the marriage and into it usually hide their true character, 
and, in spite of the possibility of divorce, tend to have a hard time separating without grave 


social or economic inconvenience. 


Free union itself is only very slightly different from marriage when it accommodates itself 
to custom. As regards convenience, a great number of people who are naturally 
‘changeable’ or ‘unstable’ have to appear to be ‘constant’ or ‘stable’. From thence results 
that people live together and end up suffering real tortures and the awkward ‘comfort’ of 
domestic hypocrisy. It ends up that the two refine their superficialities together, trying to 


hide from each other their real temperament, and bringing up intrigues that require a 
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permanent lie. This all results in the reduction of people’s character, and generally of 


personality. 


Is there anything less normal than the practical consequences, in the life of some women, of 
such conceptions as chastity and sexual purity? The infamy, accepted by all, that tolerates 
two sexual moralities, one for women and other for men? Is there anywhere women are 


more enslaved, where she is made more ignorant and placed more brutally beneath a yoke? 


All legal and obligatorily constituted societies can only be hostile to irregular loves. To 
consider the normal expression of love, natural sexual attraction, it is necessary that the 


preoccupation for individual anatomy predominate over all other things. 


To slave-love, the only kind of love that authoritarian societies can tolerate, the anarchist 
individualist opposes free love. To sexual dependency, that is, to the dominant concept 
demanding that the woman be mostly nothing but pleasure-meat, the individualist opposes 
sexual freedom, in other words, the freedom for every individual, of both sexes, to have 
their sexual life under their own control, to determine it according to their desires and the 


aspirations of their sensual or sentimental temperament.” 


In this way, amorous camaraderie is imagined as both an antidote to modern problems 
and pitfalls in human sexual relations based, primarily, on a coercive, moralistic, 
heteronormative and patriarchially configured institution of monogamous marriage, but 
also the opportunity for the newly imagined practice of free human relationships, 
maintained through an ethical, thoughtful and honest sexuality which eschews shame in 


regard to the human body and its accompanying sexual nature. Such camaraderie 
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regards chastity as “prejudice”, jealousy as a sickness of the emotions (one that could be 
erased by reimagining things in a different way since no interpretation of events or 
circumstances is Forced or necessary — although Armand concedes that, when set, some 
jealousies can become almost impossible to shift), respect as always required, personal 
autonomy in physical love as the ground of all relationships, and educated honesty as 
the only habitual basis on which they can continue. Indeed, Armand himself pertinently 
says here: “True sexual liberation consists in insisting on this point: sexual desires are 
natural things, and they lose the alien Feel they typically end up characterized by when 
the experiences, satisfactions, and refinements to which they can be so conducive are 


spoken of and written about in full, clear light.” 


Lack of such openness about sex then leads, in Armand’s argument, to the inevitable 
invention of “obscenity” (something that does not exist outside of its Fictional creation) 
since it is the very act of hiding things away which creates the scandal of their exposure. 
So Armand adds: “Why are there not oral and written courses in amorous 
voluptuousness, wherein all the great things that the practice of amorous relations can 
give rise to might be openly discussed and taught? Since these courses do not exist as an 
option, the description of voluptuous practices is considered obscene. That’s the only 
reason.” Armand the rational ethicist thinks of love as noble, as reciprocal, as variegated, 
he thinks of it as an art and a science. Yet, most of all, he thinks of it as something 
individually articulated, something that others should not seek to fetter. He believes in 
love that is Free to create new relationships and, through them, new communities based 


on affinity, desire and proclivity. 
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In some ways, with Armand we come back full circle in this chapter and end up with a 
Cynic-like conception of sexuality and the body. Certainly, he shares their desire for 
sexual freedom based on one’s own autonomy — for women as well as men — in which 
marriage means little by itself. (Both are also like Sade in this, if in different ways.) In a 
Further similarity, Armand regards the human body as not shameful - either as a whole or 
in a hierarchy of body parts. But | would not then insist these people are the same, not 
least since Armand’s conceptions are clearly Western, post-Enlightenment ones 
cognisant of modern political values, meanings and understandings. The Cynics (as Sade) 
responded to the logic of their day and Armand responded to the logic of his. IF they 
then come to similar conclusions this is certainly interesting and to be considered but 
not the creation of a new, multiply validated, dogma. Indeed, as Armand has shown in his 
own arguments even as my previous cultural, historical, anthropological and even 
biological examples throughout this chapter have done in their own way, dogma has no 
place here. Things, and not just people, Fuck in many different ways and for many 
different reasons. This is the natural sexual reality when and where things are left to 
themselves. When left to themselves, they organise themselves according to their own 


desires and proclivities. 
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3. Some Sexological, Historical and Sociological Observations 


(a) Richard von Krafft-Ebing 


In a previous non-sexual book | wrote about anarchy | decided to include a chapter about 
sex, one that was initially stimulated by reading Alan Moore and Melinda Gebbie’s 
graphic (in at least two senses) and, indeed, pornographic (the writers’ term For it) story 
Lost Girls. This was a story written to inspire the sexual imagination and, having read it all 
the way through twice, | can attest that it certainly gets one imagining. When | came to 
write my chapter on sex in its Final Form, however, one half of the chapter taking Lost 
Girls as its conversation partner, | found myself led to interact with more academic books 
about sex, ones which had built on a legacy now stretching well over a century and a half 
back in time and which were the results of a subject created in the nineteenth century 
called “sexology”. Alongside subjects such as psychology and even anthropology, 
sexology was the result of what Michel Foucault has described as a desire to create 
knowledges by which to control populations. Create an “order of things”, classify 
phenomena, put these things in the hands of authoritative people and, hey presto, you 
can articulate control (whilst claiming that you are only acting according to how things 


actually are, one more Fiction to add in with all the others). Sounds like a plan. 


In retrospect, it was probably in writing this Former chapter, and beginning to interact 
with sexology having learned of the subject, that the seed which has grown into this 
particular project was planted. And so | more recently came to find myself reading the 
2011 American English publication of sexologist Richard von Krafft-Ebing’s classic 


sexological work, Psychopathia Sexualis, a book originally published in Krafft-Ebing’s 
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native German except for the parts he deliberately wrote in Latin so that ordinary and 
non-specialist people would not be able to understand it, a deliberate act of obfuscation 
based on the belief that literature could corrupt the uncontrolled imagination. KraFft- 
Ebing’s study, you see, is largely a catalogue of cases of “deviant sex” or “perversions” 
which, for many in the Victorian world, would have had a sensationalist or, in modern 
parlance, viral attraction for the masses which its academic author was eager to 
dissuade, his book being written For medical, scientific and even legal professionals 
instead, to use in relation to their work. Nevertheless, the book, entirely due to its sexual 
subject matter, achieved a popularity Krafft-Ebing would rather have avoided and this 
affected his professional reputation with his peers as a result. Victorian academics were 
in the business at the time of establishing whole fields of “knowledge”, as | have 
previously discussed, and creating a public furore, either on purpose or coincidentally, 
could be something that brought undue attention (or even controversy) to one’s 


otherwise undisturbed (and wholly professional) activities in this respect. 


The edition of Psychopathia Sexualis - which we might translate as “Sexual Mind 
Diseases” (“psyche” meaning “mind”, “pathology” being the study of disease or illness, 
and “sexualis” meaning “sexual”) — that | have has added the subtitle “The Classic Study 
of Deviant Sex” to its Front page but, in my deconstructive, suspicious, self-responsibly 
interpretive way, such an addition already puts me on guard in relation to what | might 
Find inside the book's pages. What, indeed (and having no real clue), am | expecting to 
find? Perhaps discussions of various sex practices, set in the context of the 
understandings and interpretations of the time which, in modern perspective, now seem 


perhaps quaint or twee or even simply wrong? Perhaps the creation of ideas which 


evidence some attempt to make sense of various sexual phenomena? | am to a large 
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extent in the dark but that’s OK because | will then be able to enjoy the discovery 


involved. 


My edition, which relies on an American English translation From 1965, contains two 
introductions, a Foreword and Krafft-Ebing’s own preface to his first edition (Krafft- 
Ebing constantly revised his book from its original publication in the mid-1880s until his 
death in 1902, producing a total of twelve editions he oversaw himself). This allows us to 
set the actual contents of the book in some sort of context before we even begin. My 
own edition’s individual introduction then begins by describing the book as “a landmark 
in the history of psychiatry” immediately informing us that this is regarded as a medical 
textbook about the doctoring (the Greek jatros means “doctor”) of the mind and so is 
imagined to come from the perspective of disease and health — things the book itself 
never seems to then actually define. The writer of this introduction, an American medical 
professional by the name of Joseph LoPiccolo, goes on to counsel readers against 
disregarding the book as the out of date ramblings of someone who didn’t have the 
benefit of the knowledge we have today (as the person introducing the 1965 translation 
this edition preserves in fact does himself). But the language used here by a modern 


medical professional in discussing Krafft-Ebing’s monumental work raises my hackles. 


LoPiccolo regards Krafft-Ebing’s subject, for example, as “sexual deviance” and “the 
sexually deviant”. But “deviant” from what? LoPiccolo describes the book as “a rather 
complete typology of sexually deviant behaviors”, for example. But against what 
background or norm? And why particularly this background and why is whatever you 
might then posit a norm? Don’t we need to establish some basis for our language and 


approach before we just blithely wander off into our immediate concerns referring, 
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offhandedly, to “sexual deviations”? One thing | am then going to be very interested in, 
getting to the meat of the book, is how Krafft-Ebing approaches this. What language will 


he be using and how will he justify it (if he even does)? 


LoPiccolo continues on to praise Krafft-Ebing as ahead of his time, for instance, in 
considering the whole mental condition of the individual in regard to their sexual 
activities (as opposed to an appraisal of the acts they engaged in in splendid isolation) or 
in regard to unusual sexual activity as being a matter of mental incapacity rather than 
moral failing. He adds that Krafft-Ebing was one of the first to argue that people can be 
conditioned into certain sexual acts or connections (for example, the child who comes to 
associate pleasure with being spanked) and that the banning of certain private sexual 
interests (such as homosexuality) which have no obvious criminal consequence serves no 
good purpose (recall here that Krafft-Ebing was partly addressing his researches to 
lawyers and judges). LoPiccolo also notes, however, that Krafft-Ebing’s book makes a 
great leap forward in the academic cataloguing and classification of sexual phenomena — 
although it mostly does so in regard to men since, at the time of the book’s original 
writing, “decent women were not supposed to be sexual”. The ones that were, then, 
were perhaps likely to Find themselves classified in the book as “deviants” just For that 
very fact. LoPiccolo also, however, makes the statement that, although Krafft-Ebing in 
his text displays quite obvious racism and sexism (as well as other ignorances) 
consequent on the culture of his time and place, he “never uses such bias to explain his 


case material”. | will want to examine that claim most carefully. 


My edition’s second introduction, which belongs with the 1965 translation of the work, 


gives us a more biographical picture of Krafft-Ebing himself, a man born into an 
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intellectual and professional family in Mannheim, Germany, in 1840 who received the 
best education possible for the time. His Family also had a philanthropic impulse and 
Krafft-Ebing himself is described as having a “compassionate nature” whilst also holding 
certain beliefs about heredity which would be put to use in his most famous work. Krafft- 
Ebing had a 40 year career in “psychiatry and neurology” according to this commentator, 
subjects which describe the material basis of the science and medicine Krafft-Ebing 
engaged in. His work contained a Forensic interest in both cases and detail — which is why 
Psychopathia Sexualis is mostly just a catalogue of these things. Even today, it is 
remarked, the book is one of the most comprehensive of its type ever attempted (the 
researches of Alfred Kinsey are others of a similar type). This introducer of the text, 
Franklin Klaf, talks about “deviants” in his introduction too and claims that the book is 
about “medical work designed to enlighten”, giving it a place as a text which opened a 
way to the discovery and discussion of “previously forbidden territory”. | shall wait to see 
if it does. The doctor providing the original Foreword to the 1965 translation, Daniel 
Blain, says, “To the student of today the book is primarily of historical value” and, in 
doing so, seems to imagine that any insights it provided, perhaps for the first time, have 


since been rendered obsolete. 


For his own part, Krafft-Ebing’s original preface to his own book refers to the lack of 
philosophical interest in “sexual life” although he immediately begins by referring to 
“the deep influence exerted by sexual life upon the sentiment, thought and action of 
man in his social relations to others”. Where such interest is evidenced, however, Krafft- 
Ebing pronounces it “thoroughly incorrect and illogical”, consequently regarding 
“empirical psychology and the metaphysics of man’s sexual existence” as “virgin soil” as a 


result. Here Krafft-Ebing definitely regards himself as a medic writing From within the 
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discipline of medicine (a man who can bridge the thoughts of poets and philosophers, no 
less) but his book, he says, is not intended to be “a system of the psychology of sexual 
life”. Still, he imagines, “from the close study of psychopathology there arise most 
important psychological facts which it behooves the scientist to notice.” More Formally, 


Krafft-Ebing states: 


“The object of this treatise is merely to record the various psycho-pathological 
manifestations of sexual life in man and to reduce them to their lawful conditions. This task 
is by no means an easy one, and the author is well aware of the fact that, despite his 
(varied) far-reaching experience in psychiatry and criminal medicine, he is yet unable to 


offer anything but an imperfected system.” 


Krafft-Ebing continues: 


“The importance of the subject, however, demands scientific research on account of its 
forensic bearing and its deep influence upon the common weal. The medical barrister only 
then finds out how sad the lack of our knowledge is in the domain of sexuality when he is 
called upon to express an opinion as to the responsibility of the accused whose life, liberty 
and honour are at stake. He then begins to appreciate the efforts that have been made to 


bring light into darkness. 


Certain it is that so far as sexual crimes are concerned erroneous ideas prevail, unjust 


decisions are given, and the law as well as public opinion are on first view prejudiced 


against the offender.” 
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Here we may spy some inkling of concern on Krafft-Ebing’s part to assist the wheels of 
public justice in their turning with compassion - inasmuch as he wishes to arm the law 
with professional, up to date, informed understandings of sexual phenomena. Yet Krafft- 


Ebing also seems to serve a further purpose here when he says: 


“The physician finds, perhaps, a (satisfaction) solace in the fact that he may at times refer 
those manifestations which offend against our ethical or aesthetical principles to a 
diseased condition of the mind or the body. He can save the honour of humanity in the 
forum of morality, and the honour of the individual before the judge and his fellow-men. It 


is from the search of truth that the exalted duties and rights of medical science emanate.” 


In this, Krafft-Ebing seems motivated to turn matters of morality into matters of 
medicine, thus saving souls condemned for behaviours on moral grounds but only at the 
cost of reclassifying them as sick or diseased. One question we will then have to ask in 
this regard as we read on is if this is in any way an actual advance - since to be locked up 
in a hospital for being described as sick (not to mention any arbitrary “treatments” that 
might then be applied) would not seem immediately that much better than being locked 
up in a prison for being regarded as immoral and, consequently, illegal. But that Krafft- 
Ebing intends to at least put public decisions about private lives on a more honest 
Footing — on the basis of medicine - we must at least grant him, if we are to be generous 


and read his book with an appropriate charity. 


Krafft-Ebing opens his book with a chapter called “Fragments of a System of Psychology 
of Sexual Life”, clearly an orientation to the rest of the text, and the chapter is gob- 


smacking in its descriptions and assumptions. The main thing | learn From this chapter is 
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that Krafft-Ebing and | are not the same and live in completely different worlds. One 
might also usefully compare the text of Krafft-Ebing here with the examples given in my 
previous chapter or with the growing anthropological wealth of researches carried out in 
books like Ryan and Jetha’s Sex At Dawn, of which Krafft-Ebing — clearly a good Christian 
and stalwart of liberal intellectual orthodoxy - seems almost entirely ignorant. Consider, 


For example, the opening words of this chapter: 


“The propagation of the human race is not left to mere accident or the caprices of the 
individual, but is guaranteed by the hidden laws of nature which are enforced by a mighty, 
irresistible impulse. Sensual enjoyment and physical fitness are not the only conditions for 
the enforcement of these laws, but higher motives and aims, such as the desire to continue 
the species or the individuality of mental and physical qualities beyond time and space, 
exert a considerable influence. Man puts himself at once on a level with the beast if he 
seeks to gratify lust alone, but he elevates his superior position when by curbing the animal 
desire, he combines with the sexual functions ideas of morality, of the sublime, and the 


beautiful. 


Placed upon this lofty pedestal, he stands far above nature...” 


“Hidden laws of nature”? “A mighty, irresistible impulse”? Lust is beastly? (Remember 
what Sex At Dawn said about this!) “Man” (which I’m going to take as cultural shorthand 
for “humanity” rather than as the patriarchal language it is) is in a “superior position”? 
Human beings ideally combine “sexual Functions” with “morality”, “the sublime” (what is 


that?) and “the beautiful”? And, last but not least, human beings are “above nature”? 


What the hell is this? Krafft-Ebing is clearly working with a whole slew of cultural 
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assumptions here and, to be frank, they stand out a mile to me and, consequently, | am 
not going to be shy in bringing them to your attention in my commentary which, as a 
result, will be a close reading of not just the text but also its language (and underlying 
values, meanings and assumptions). What knowledge, we might ask, leads to the 
creation of this knowledge? What values create Krafft-Ebing’s sexual valuations? These 


are not unimportant questions to ask. 


Krafft-Ebing, no doubt unaware that his book would be subject to my random 


investigation almost a century and a half into the Future, keeps his assumptions and 


moral valuations coming, however: 


“sexual feeling is the basis upon which social advancement is developed. 


If man were deprived of sexual fulfillment and the nobler enjoyments arising therefrom, all 


poetry and probably all moral tendency would be eliminated from his life. 

Sexual life no doubt is the one mighty factor in the individual and social relations of man 
which discloses his powers of activity, of acquiring property, of establishing a home, of 
awakening altruistic sentiments towards a person of the opposite sex, and towards his own 


issue as well as towards the whole human race. 


Sexual feeling is really the root of all ethics, and no doubt of aestheticism and religion. 
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The sublimest virtues, even the sacrifice of self, may spring from sexual life, which, however, 
on account of its sensual power, may easily degenerate into the lowest passion and basest 


vice.” 


Sex, it seems here, is the basis of the (very moral) civilization which Krafft-Ebing sees 
himself and his peers as inhabiting. Indeed, soon after this he talks about “the gradual 
development of civilization and the influence exerted by sexual life upon habits and 
morality.” But if you make sex the basis of pretty much everything then surely that 
makes how you think about sex the way you think about everything that sex itself then 
influences? (Compare, for example, the anthropological discussions of Ryan and Jetha 
earlier where sex was indeed integrated into the heart of many societies’ 
understandings of themselves and the operation of their communities in multiple 
different ways. Krafft-Ebing is then of course not totally off base to suggest the 
importance of sex and sexuality in human life.) Here Krafft-Ebing makes “the 
gratification of the sexual instinct” into “the primary motive in man” but then repeats 
what, to us, are discredited former verities about “the savage races” as part of a 
mistaken racial theory which thinks of various peoples around the globe as at differing 
stages of development. (White Westerners are, as we might with some trepidation 
expect, the most advanced of people at the top of this hierarchy.) Krafft-Ebing then 
applies this theory to sexuality, arguing that the “savages”, seemingly without sexual 
shame in public (which we later Find he would regard as an illness), are lagging behind 
the morally superior Europeans who have learnt the morality of shame and the modesty 
of practice that it consequently inculcates. This is all, of course, culturally generated 
bunkum. But it doesn’t stop Krafft-Ebing proceeding with his arguments all based on 


notions of a morally superior white race of people like himself. 
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Amoral sensuality Krafft-Ebing would then regard as a bad thing because, For him, 
“civilization” is entirely a matter of superior morals which control naked sexuality. Thus, 
he can refer to “the rude sensual appetite” which needs an appropriate moral education. 
He can further refer to the woman who learns the moral righteousness of monogamy 
and, consequently, keeps “her charms” for her monogamous partner, hiding them from 
others. This woman then goes on to learn the upright virtues of modesty, chastity and 
sexual fidelity which Krafft-Ebing associates with a true and morally practised love. This, 
For Krafft-Ebing, is a matter of reaching a moral “level” and it is associated with the value 
of virginity, chastity, modesty and sexual fidelity, values he contrasts with “other 
peoples” where, as we learned of the Inuit in the previous chapter, wives may be offered 
to others as part of social practices which aim to offer a welcome to outsiders. This, For 
him, is a matter of “moral development” and he would judge the Inuit as morally less 


developed than the entirely monogamous as a result. 


Indeed, it is exactly now in this developing argument that Krafft-Ebing refers to 
“Christianity”, perhaps strangely, as that religion which has emancipated women from 
being shared as the Inuit do, made them “the equal of man” and elevated “the bond of 
love” (that being, necessarily, a monogamous bond in his view) “to a moral and religious 
institution”. KraFFft-Ebing goes on to argue that “the Christian nations” are, thereby, both 
mentally and morally superior to “polygamic races” and, in a Further noteworthy remark, 


nu a 
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“especially over Islam”! “In the sunny balm of Christian doctrine”, says Krafft-Ebing, “(a 
woman) blossom(s) forth her divine virtues and her qualities of housewife, companion 
and mother.” The German psychiatrist clearly did not know any of the emerging 


Feminists in his later years as he wrote this book who had rather different tales to tell 


about such a Fate. 
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Krafft-Ebing, in fact, seems to have swallowed various aspects of Christian doctrine and 
mythology whole. He can talk about life as being a battle between “animal instinct” and 
“morality”. He can refer to “the meanness of... corrupt (human) nature”. He is interested 
in “the moral status of mankind” and can imagine it progressing and regressing in 
general terms. He can, remarkably, talk of public morality making general progress and 
regard this progress as having Christianity as “the chief factor in this advance”. He can 
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denigrate past cultures, whether Greek, Babylonian or Roman, and imagine “us” as 
having morally progressed beyond their relatively immoral ways. Indeed, he can regard 
“moral decay” as “always” being a matter of “the progression of effeminacy, lewdness 
and luxuriance of the nations”. He regards physical circumstances which stimulate 
“sensuality” as a gateway to undermining “the very Foundations of society... and the 
morality and purity of Family life”! Lack of morals, according to Krafft-Ebing, becomes 
contiguous with “the most monstrous excesses of sexual life”. Such things, in his 
professional judgment, can always be traced back to diseases of the mind. “Neuroses”, in 
Fact, seem to be everywhere apparent wherever Krafft-Ebing detects “low morality” and 
so one wonders if he hasn’t just swapped a moral vocabulary (which, let’s be clear, is 
EVERYWHERE in this book) for a medical one. But the effect is much the same anyway. In 
Fact, as Far as | can tell, were | a modern conservative American Christian who wanted a 
textbook of sexual sins explained in a medical language, this would be the perfect book 


to have. Regardless of what those introducing the book have said, MORAL JUDGMENT 


of sex is everywhere apparent in Psychopathia Sexualis and Krafft-Ebing is the anti-Sade. 


And so this comes back to what | said earlier. IF you make sex the basis of social life then 
what you think about sex, and why, is also what you think about that social life too. Thus, 


Krafft-Ebing can condemn whole races and cultures on this basis as “less developed”. It 
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matters little here whether he means in terms of health or morals or both for the result 
is the same. In this world of values “animal passion” is suspect and dangerous, orgies are 
a matter of “degeneration” and there are practices which, in all seriousness, we can 
regard as “obscene”. Women, in this respect, are regarded as taking “the passive part” in 
the act of procreation, this being “the real object of the instinct” that is the sexual 
impulse in Krafft-Ebing’s thinking, thinking which can engage in a poetic comparison of 
the sexual with the religious at various points as both “metaphysical processes” alike. 
Krafft-Ebing even argues that sexuality is the ground of creativity and so art generally 
conceived in a similar way. Everywhere we find a more “animal” sensuality in need of 
morality’s guiding hand lest such passion go off the conceptually imagined rails and lead 


to crime or much worse. Or, as Krafft-Ebing puts it himself: 


“Ethical surroundings are necessary in order to elevate love to its true and pure form, but, 
notwithstanding, sensuality will ever remain its principal basis. Platonic love is a platitude, 
a misnomer for ‘kindred spirits.’ Since love implies the presence of sexual desire it can only 
exist between persons of different sex capable of sexual intercourse. When these conditions 
are wanting or destroyed, it is replaced by friendship. The sexual functions of man exercise a 
very marked influence upon the development and preservation of character. Manliness and 


self-reliance are not the qualities which adorn the impotent onanist.” 


Is this the Krafft-Ebing who was remarked in one of the introductions to be one who 
does not let his moral biases get in the way? For all of the hundreds of cases he will later 
report in this book, his research can apparently only confirm, in line with the sensibilities 


of the time generally, that: 
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“Woman... if physically and mentally normal, and properly educated, has but little sensual 
desire. If it were otherwise, marriage and family life would be empty words. As yet the man 


who avoids women, and the woman who seeks men are sheer anomalies. 


Woman is wooed for her favour. She remains passive. Her sexual organization demands it, 


and the dictates of good breeding come to her aid.” 


Women don’t have much sex drive... and its a good job too because, if they did, 
marriages would be useless and there’d be no one to look after the kids! Professor 
Krafft-Ebing, have you not heard of the Mosuo?! Its OK though, at least in Krafft-Ebing’s 
analysis, For “Woman's mind certainly inclines more to monogamy than that of a man”. 
Note that this is presented as biological (or at least medical) Fact rather than as a cultural 
proclivity or the result of enculturated education. Krafft-Ebing then goes on, in another 
eye-opening argument, to suggest that men have a “weakness” towards women, 
something to do with “the sexual demands of man’s nature.” Remarkably, he then 
praises “the Roman Catholic Church” (which he imagines has a “masterly psychological 
knowledge of human nature”) when they enjoin celibacy upon their priests “to 
emancipate them from sensuality”. One imagines, however, that various, and even often 
recurring, scandals and lawsuits since have evaporated this sheer invention of Krafft- 
Ebing’s that “celibacy”, enforced or otherwise, removes interest in “sensuality” From the 
experienced palette of human emotions. In fact, it rather seems to lead to a lot of sexual 


phenomena Krafft-Ebing will later report as deviant and criminal. 


An example of (as Far as | can see) a common phenomenon in Psychopathia Sexualis — the 


mixing of moral with medical (and even legal) judgment — is the Following: 
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“The unfaithfulness of the wife, as compared with that of the husband, is morally of much 
wider bearing, and should always meet with severer punishment at the hands of the law. 
The unfaithful wife not only dishonours herself, but also her husband and her family, not to 


speak of the possible uncertainty of paternity.” 


Indeed, in such a statement it is hard to spot the medical interest at all. Krafft-Ebing is a 
psychiatric academic concerned with the mind and explaining behaviour. He was not 
employed as an expert on morality and neither is his book produced on the grounds of 
his moral expertise. So why is he misogynistically judging the sexual behaviour of women 
as against men on moral grounds at all? It would be OK if he offered reasons for why 
people do things thought dangerous or destructive but this book, in my reading of it at 
least, has a consistent moral undertone (and often that rises to an overtone) to the 
extent that | begin to typify it as the medical justification of a pre-determined (and 
prejudicial) morality. Thus, Krafft-Ebing says things like “Modern civilization concedes 
only to the wife that exalted position in which woman sexually furthers the moral 
interests of society”, claiming that woman’s “ultimate aim” and “ideal” is “marriage”. But 
this, as many feminists were by then beginning to say, is a role that patriarchal, 
heteronormative society had assigned to her. Many feminists described it as a role to 
which she was chained and in which she was trapped. And, as we know if we have the 
merest anthropological curiosity, it is not a universal by any stretch of even Krafft- 
Ebing’s Fevered imagination. There is more under heaven and earth than is dreamed of in 
Krafft-Ebing’s morally-driven philosophy, even established examples of something that 
would surely explode Krafft-Ebing’s mind: matriarchy! So when Krafft-Ebing says things 
like: “Woman... seeks not only gratification of sensual desires, but also protection and 


support for herself and her offspring. No matter how sensual man may be, unless also 
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thoroughly depraved, he seeks for a consort only that woman whose chastity he cannot 
doubt... The emblem and ornament of woman aspiring to this state, truly worthy of 
herself, is modesty...” | see the ramblings of a prejudicial moralist and not the expertise 
of a medic. Ryan and Jetha in Sex At Dawn, with the historical and anthropological 
context to their work, in fact characterise such ideas as major planks in a moral-cultural 
narrative rather than as the forensic results of empirical research into “human nature”. 
For Krafft-Ebing, however, it is a component in “the gradual rise of civilization”, 


something he clearly imagines morally. So: 


“Even the best of breeding concedes to man that he looks upon woman mainly as a means 
by which to satisfy the cravings of his natural instinct, though it confines him only to the 
woman of his choice. Thus civilization establishes a binding social contract which is called 


marriage, and grants by legal statutes protection and support to the wife and her issue.” 


Here Krafft-Ebing tries to argue that “civilization” is working to consolidate on nature’s 
proclivities but it comes off completely unconvincing, not least when he insists on the 
naturalness (and so assumed health) of monogamy (completely disproved by zoological 
and anthropological researches) which it is now no longer possible to stick to. Krafft- 
Ebing builds his psychopathology four square on this premise, however, and it cannot 
but then make the intellectual edifice he builds seem as if it is the “house built on sand”, 
of which Jesus of Nazareth was once reported to have spoken, rather than the “house 
built on rock”. All KraFFt-Ebing is doing is attempting to justify medically what is a certain 
morally held and constructed position that is prevalent in his society and culture. There 
is nothing revolutionary or insightful about it. Indeed, it comes off ultra-conservative 


and controlling. This extends into his general remarks about “fetishism” (which, being 
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German, he terms “fetichism”) which focuses sexually on objects or aspects of possible 
human relationship. This he regards as something other than “normal love” exactly 
because it has a more singular interest as opposed to a more varied one. So Krafft-Ebing 


says: 


“Normal love appears to us as a symphony of tones of all kinds. It is roused by the most 
varied agencies. It is, so to speak, polytheistic. Fetichism recognizes only the tone-colour of 
a single instrument; it issues forth from a single motive; it is monotheistic. Even moderate 
thought will carry the conviction that the term real love (so often misused) can only apply 
where the entire person of the beloved becomes the physical and mental object of 
veneration. Of course, there is always a sensual element in love, i.e., the desire to enjoy the 


full possession of the beloved object, and, in union with it, to fulfil the laws of nature.” 


In the phrase “laws of nature” Krafft-Ebing betrays his morally authoritarian disposition 
and attitude to his subject. He thinks that not only are there ways people should be (and, 
more importantly, should not be) sexual but that they must avail themselves of their 
sexual nature in exactly such ways in order to comply with “the law”. But does this 
“nature” to which Krafft-Ebing refers care how we copulate or otherwise engage with 
each others’ bodies or make use of our own? Has it put things in place to make sure we 
comply with it’s “law” (even in places where “marriage” is nothing more or less than 
moving your bed next to someone else’s and “divorce” is as easy as moving it away 
again)? Does an evolutionary understanding of life even allow intellectual space For the 
very concept of law in sexuality? These are questions with which anyone concerned 
should grapple (as, in Fact, Sade did in his catalogues of sexual deviancies too). One 


should not expect to Find much positive assistance in answering them in Psychopathia 
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Sexualis, however. Krafft-Ebing, instead, wants to separate out “pathological”, 
sensualistic loves From “true love” (the latter moralistically regarded as “noble”) as if 


these categories represented empirical Facts about nature. But they don’t. 


Krafft-Ebing, in Fact, examples certain interests found elsewhere in the academics of his 
day, interests very much concentrated in the area of fixed physiological laws and 
“heredity”. Most infamously, these were employed by what would become known as 
eugenic racists and we see echoes of their thinking in Psychopathia Sexualis. For 
example, consider the following From Krafft-Ebing’s second chapter on “Physiological 


Facts” (although some of them are anything but): 


“Sexual desire during the years of sexual maturity is a physiological law. The duration of the 
physiological processes in the sexual organs, as well as the strength of the sexual desire 
manifested, vary, both in individuals and in races. Race, climate, heredity and social 
circumstances have a very decided influence upon it. The greater sensuality of southern 
races as compared with the sexual needs of those in the north is well known. Sexual 
development in the inhabitants of tropical climes takes place much earlier than in those of 
more northern regions. In women of northern countries ovulation, recognizable in the 
development of the body and the occurrence of a periodical flow of blood from the genitals 
(menstruation), usually begins about the thirteenth to the fifteenth year; in men puberty, 
recognizable in the deepening of the voice, the appearance of hair on the face and mons 
veneris, and the occasional occurrence of pollutions, etc., takes place at about the fifteenth 
year. In the inhabitants of tropical countries, however, sexual development occurs several 


years earlier in women—sometimes as early as the eighth year... 
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Heredity, however, has no small influence on libido and sexual power. Thus there are 
families in which, with great physical strength and longevity, great desire and virility are 
preserved until a great age, while in other families the sexual life develops late and is early 


extinguished.” 


IF you wish to understand why thinking such as this is Flawed consider the “physiological 
Fact” that there are no biological races (a modern verity that, in Krafft-Ebing’s day, was 
widely argued to the contrary by people with extremely dubious, and socially divisive, 
political motives). Just because something is “well known” it doesn’t mean it is either 
true or accurate. Such outdated, culturally desired or otherwise entirely Faulty thinking is 
exampled elsewhere in the book too, the most obvious case being in regard to anything 
to do with masturbation, then still both a sexual sin and morally frowned upon. We 
should not then be at all surprised that Krafft-Ebing seeks to add medical justification 
and authority to the anathema against self-love. Here, again in his chapter on 


“physiological facts”, Krafft-Ebing (rather amusingly) observes: 


“Sexual libido may also be induced by stimulation of the gluteal region (castigation, 
whipping). This fact is important for the proper understanding of certain pathological 
manifestations. lt sometimes happens that in boys the first excitation of the sexual instinct 
is caused by a spanking, and they are thus incited to masturbation. This should be 
remembered by those who have the care of children. On account of the dangers to which 
this form of punishment of children gives rise, it would be better if parents, teachers and 


nurses were to avoid it entirely.” 
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So please, dear readers, don’t spank your children. You will turn them into masturbators. 
And masturbation IS A DISEASE! (In fact, earlier on the same page, Krafft-Ebing links 


masturbation with nosebleeds, another unfortunate side effect, or so he argues.) 


Indeed, in this “physiological” chapter Krafft-Ebing seems to evidence his moral (and 
consequently medical) disapproval of sexual ecstasy unless it is produced in appropriate 
“moral” and “civilised” circumstances. Continuing on his discussion about the dangers of 
physically violent stimulation, he avers into discussions of past religious sects where 
flagellation was in evidence (which “may excite sensuality” - where “sensuality” is 
precisely the thing he imagines must be morally controlled in order to qualify as 
civilised) as a “punishment” which those so punished (often the punishment being 
administered by oneself) came to be something sexually enjoyed (which, of course, only 


heaped up more “sin” on said self-Flagellants!). OF this, Krafft-Ebing says: 


“The following facts from the lives of the two heroines of flagellation, Maria Magdalena of 
Pazzi and Elizabeth of Genton, clearly show the significance of flagellation as a sexual 
excitant. The former, the daughter of distinguished parents, was a Carmelite nun in 
Florence (about 1580), and, by her flagellations, and still more through the results obtained 
by them, she became quite celebrated, and is mentioned in the ‘Annals.’ lt was her greatest 
delight to have her hands bound by the prioress behind her back, and her naked loins 


whipped in the presence of the assembled sisters. 


But the whippings, continued from her earliest youth, quite destroyed her nervous system, 
and, perhaps, no other heroine of flagellation had so many hallucinations (‘Entzuickungen’). 


While she was being whipped, her thoughts were of love. The inner fire threatened to 
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consume her, and she frequently cried, ‘Enough! Fan no longer the flame that consumes me. 
This is not the death | long for; it comes with all too much pleasure and delight.’ Thus it 
continued. But the spirit of impurity wove the most sensual, lascivious fancies, and several 


times she came near losing her chastity. 


It was the same with Elizabeth of Genton. As a result of whipping she actually passed into a 
state of bacchanalian madness. As a rule, she raved when, excited by unusual flagellation, 
she believed herself united with her ‘ideal.’ This condition was so exquisitely pleasant to her 
that she would frequently cry out, ‘O love, O eternal love, O love, O you creatures! cry out 


with me: Love, Love!” 


To the layperson, Maria Magdalena’s problem seems to be that she was enjoying herself 
too much and to the extent that she wanted to be penetrated (losing her chastity). But is 
enjoying stimulation which you interpret sexually, and wanting to have sex, a medical 
problem? One can clearly see how it might be a socially contextual problem in a religious 
community with its own morals and rules about sexuality but what has that to do witha 
more generalised medical judgment? And how can Krafft-Ebing diagnose a medical issue 
at several hundred years remove from merely textual evidence? In the case of Elizabeth, 
it seems that what religionists formerly wanted to deliberately induce for their own 
reasons (often described as union with the deity as in Dionysian Festivals and their 
consequent intoxication) Krafft-Ebing now sees as signs of simple uncivilised behaviour. 
What else is all this, then, but conservative moral judgment (disguised as medical 
diagnosis) upon ancient enjoyment of sexually interpreted stimulations, whether 
physical or chemical? Are these examples of the signs of “pathology” or simply 


uncontrolled sexuality? (To Krafft-Ebing we might imagine, of course, that there was 
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some unadmitted convergence.) One wonders what we would then make of Krafft- 
Ebing’s judgment that “Under pathological conditions the anus may become a 
‘hyperaesthetic’ area.” Bum play, or being sexually excited by it, is, apparently, also a 


disease. 


The third and final chapter of Krafft-Ebing’s book before he gets to cataloguing 
“psychopathology” in great detail in relation to sexually interpreted phenomena is called 
“anthropological Facts”. Here the same evidence of medical interpolation of what are 
actually moral judgments are found. He talks, for example, of a “normal” process of 
sexual development and of sexual existence as something which can be “typical”, 
something that can only actually mean “common” in practice. Of course, Krafft-Ebing 
speaks here of two, and only two, sexes, arguing that “The higher the anthropological 
development of the race, the stronger these contrasts between man and woman, and 
vice versa” in an argument which, once again, takes cultural race for a biological 
phenomenon. He does go on here, however, to recognise the earliest stages of human 
development as “bisexual” — by which he means having the sexual characteristics of both 
males and females. When discussed in an evolutionary sense, however, this “bisexuality” 
Krafft-Ebing assigns to the “less developed” iterations of humanity, arguing that “The 
type of the present stage of evolution is mono-sexuality, that is to say, a congruous 
development of the secondary bodily and psychical sexual characteristics belonging to 
the respective sexual glands.” Thus, he suggests that human beings born intersex or with 
physical characteristics incongruent with an ideologically created binary sexual make up 
are, in some sense, deficient or inferior. This is Further demonstrated, for example, in the 
case of the gynecomast (a male with overdeveloped breast tissue or “man boobs” in 


modern parlance). Krafft-Ebing designates such people “a man-woman of moral and 
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metaphysical inferiority” and says such phenomena can only occur in “neurotically 
degenerated Families”. | would like to say such judgments are rare or outliers in the 
context of the whole book but they appear not to be. Rather, they exhibit the Functional 
basis of the work. Rather than a simple medical textbook, Psychopathia Sexualis is a 


medicalisation of phenomena often judged prejudicially on moral grounds. 


In this context, perhaps it is worth stepping back a moment to set the scene for Krafft- 
Ebing’s researches and what, in and through them, he was helping to create: the 
academic discipline of sexology. A useful guide here is Anna Katharina Schaffner’s book 
Modernism and Perversion: Sexual Deviance in Sexology and Literature, 1850-1930. 
Schaffner’s book lays out the social and intellectual background to the work of a 
sexological pioneer such as Krafft-Ebing in the Following way in its opening introductory 


chapter: 


“In the famous goodnight-kiss episode at the beginning of ‘Combray’, the narrator of Marcel 
Proust's ‘In Search of Lost Time’ (1913-27) is subjected to a medical reassessment which 
encapsulates the paradigmatic shift in the way the perversions were conceptualized in the 
mid-nineteenth century. The narrator's mother previously considered her son’s anguished, 
incestuous longings for her evening embraces as morally bad, but voluntary and thus 
curable, behaviour. After the narrator's despair culminates in a nocturnal scene on a 
staircase following a dinner party, his mother begins to regard him as a sick, nervous being, 
whose actions are determined by a medical and psychological predisposition: ‘it’s his 
nerves’, she explains to the family servant. ‘And thus for the first time’, the narrator writes, 
‘my unhappiness was regarded no longer as a punishable offence but as an involuntary 


ailment which had been officially recognised, a nervous condition for which | was in no way 
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responsible: | had the consolation of no longer having to mingle apprehensive scruples with 


the bitterness of my tears; | could weep henceforth without sin.’ 


This new status as a medicalized subject comes, however, at a price: it is based on a 
concession of the mother, ‘a first abdication on her part from the ideal she had formed’ for 
the narrator. The narrator feels that he had ‘traced a first wrinkle upon her soul and 
brought out the first white hair on her head’. Nevertheless, the re-evaluation of the 
narrator's Oedipal desires relieves him of the burden of voluntary agency and thus puts him 
ina more comfortable position. His longings are no longer deemed to be what Richard von 
Krafft-Ebing defined as ‘perversity’ (Perversitdt) in his groundbreaking study ‘Psychopathia 
Sexualis’ (1886) — that is, deliberately sinful behaviour — but are reclassified as ‘perversion’ 
(Perversion), a pathological medical condition for which the patient cannot be held fully 


responsible. 


The attitudinal shift described by Proust neatly illustrates the nineteenth-century 
replacement of predominantly Christian taxonomies of sexual sin with biological and 
psychological models, based primarily on congenital, psychiatric and legal conceptions of 
the modern subject. Attempts to establish the sexually ‘normal’ peaked in the last decades 
of the nineteenth century, as evidenced by a rapid rise in studies dedicated to sexual 
pathologies. The modern sexual perversions, which include homosexuality, sadism, 
masochism, fetishism, voyeurism and exhibitionism, preoccupied the cultural imagination, 
and were first systematically defined by Krafft-Ebing and later canonized by Freud in ‘Three 
Essays on the Theory of Sexuality’, first published in 1905. As distinctly modern medico- 


psychological constructions, these so-called perversions are bound up with central concerns 
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of secular modernity, for they emerge from, and are responses to, specific cultural, 


historical, political and scientific dynamics. 


Etymologically, ‘perversion’ derives from the Latin pervertere, which signifies ‘to turn upside 
down’, ‘to subvert’, ‘to cause to deviate’ and ‘to redirect’. The meaning of the noun 
‘perversion’ has changed significantly over the centuries, its semantic instability mirroring 
the fluctuating definitions of the pathological construct. It shifted from ‘reversal of order, 
inversion’, to ‘falsification of a text’ in the early third century AD, to the action of ‘turning 
round, depravity’ in the late fourth century, a ‘change for the worse, corruption’ in the 
fifteenth century, and ‘alteration of a natural function’ in the sixteenth. The meaning of the 
noun ‘perverseness’ has also shifted, from the strongly negative (‘corruption’ and 
‘wickedness’) to ‘contrariness’ and ‘obstinacy’. It was only in the course of the nineteenth 
century that the term ‘perversion’ took on increasingly sexual associations, which gradually 
eroded its previous meanings. ‘Perversion’ was deployed more and more frequently to refer 
to ‘sexual behaviour or preference that is different from the norm’ and ‘that which is 
considered to be unacceptable or socially threatening, or to constitute a mental illness’ 


(Oxford English Dictionary). 


Although they are all distinct, each of the historical definitions of ‘perversion’ rests on 
essentialist assumptions about what is correct and incorrect, natural and unnatural, as well 
as on ethical or theological notions of right and wrong behaviour. Similarly, every 
pathological construction depends on a norm against which it can be defined. Whilst the 
majority of nineteenth-century sexologists were interested in establishing firm parameters 
for what is healthy and normal ex negativo, it was precisely the activity of challenging 


conceptions of such seemingly ‘natural’ standards which made the arena of the perverse so 
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appealing to modernist writers, many of whom began to revalorize conceptions of the 
perversions at the beginning of the twentieth century, paving the way for a shift from the 


notion of sexual deviance to that of sexual difference.” 


The first thing that strikes me in Schaffner’s commentary here — besides the previously 
noted switch from purely moral (and often theologically-inspired) to more medical 
explanations of thought and behaviour (these, as Schaffner also explains, tend to 
become matters of psychology and not just biology as a Further development) — is the 
use of the term “perversion” to describe what was going on. What fascinates me here 
particularly is how the etymological derivation of this word lines up with that of another 
word | have had cause to interrogate in the past: heresy. The roots of both heresy (which, 
etymologically, means “to choose”) and perversion (“to cause to deviate, to redirect”) lie, 
so it seems to me, in some common expression of personal autonomy. The heretic, 
primarily a Figure in religious contexts, of course, is one who, for themselves, chooses a 
belief the authoritarian powers believe either false and/or a denial of their own, socially- 
sanctioned and enforced, belief. A “heretic” may then be one who uses their own agency 
to hold, or carry out the consequences of, thusly regarded beliefs. Here the “pervert”, 
yet again, autonomously chooses to engage in thought or behaviour, on the basis of 
their own agency (but not necessarily “will”), that the authoritarian powers believe 
contrary to nature or, at the very least, their own understandings of it (on whatever 
grounds; for the purposes of this argument it doesn’t matter). Thus, we can argue that, 
whether heretic or pervert, both are judged as an uncontrolled, eccentric other utilising 
their own agency according to their own reasoning or desire, an other that perhaps 


assumes, or presumes, its own, self-organising autonomy. 
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As Schaffner then goes on to point out, “Sexology constituted a systematic attempt to 
identify, classify and contain the proliferation of the sexual perversions” where this can 
mean something such as “socially control people’s sexual autonomy or expression whilst 
simultaneously ‘redeeming’ social relations through the creation of a narrative about sex 
and sexuality which articulates itself through medical as opposed to moral vocabulary” — 
and this is what Krafft-Ebing, as but one example, was up to, in my view. I, in my Free- 
spirited and anarchist ways, however, also note how this is an activity of a presumed 
authority, an entity or social structure of institutions seeking to control the 
manifestations and phenomena of the whole. | am also dubious of the notion that the 
early sexologist simply forgot morality existed and became a medic or psychologist 
without moral scruples or interest. Krafft-Ebing alone provides enough evidence to see 
that morality is still very much in evidence, in fact. Schaffner’s point, however, is that, as 
a cultural enterprise, sexology had to both explain the sexual phenomena that were 
stimulating its interest whilst also existing in the academic and even social world of its 
day (and so according to its values and proclivities). The switch From purely moral to 
medical vocabularies was certainly a response to this but only an incremental one rather 
than a paradigm shift. Instead of now blaming people themselves for their “failings”, 
things thought to be matters of the will and Free choice, one blamed the diseases they 
could be described as having and such people became victims of their own material 


existence (not to mention their heredity). 


As Schaffner describes this in her second introductory chapter, however, this is an 


especially modern phenomenon. She writes: 
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“The preoccupation with ‘perversion’ is a specifically modern phenomenon, the product of 
various political, sociological, cultural and technological processes which can be subsumed 
under the term ‘modernity’, commonly seen to be a period commencing with the French 
Revolution in 1789. As Roger Griffin observes, these processes include ‘the spread of 
rationalism, liberalism, secularization, individualism, and capitalism, the cult of progress, 
expanding literacy rates and social mobility, urbanization and industrialization, the 
emergence of the urban middle (capitalist) and working (rural and proletarian) classes from 
a feudal structure of society, the growth of representative government and 
bureaucratization, revolutionary developments in communications and_ transport, 
geographical discoveries and imperial expansion, the advance of secular science and ever 


more powerful technology and technocracy.’ 


To this list can be added a teleological belief in the Enlightenment promise of emancipation 
through reason, the consolidation of the Western nation states, the materialization of a 
bourgeois notion of romantic love and what Anthony Giddens has described as the 
‘transformation of intimacy’, the separation of the public and the private spheres, the rise 
of consumer culture, and a new conception of space and time which emerged as a result of 
technological developments such as the railways, the telegraph, the telephone and the 
combustion engine. Furthermore, partly as a substitute for the rapidly increasing loss of 
faith in religious belief systems, the nineteenth century also saw the advent of positivism 
and scientism, which were characterized by the conviction that only empirical knowledge 
and the methods of science can yield ‘proper’ knowledge, that scientific theories should 
displace theological and metaphysical ones, and that rational scientific principles should 
serve as general models for the organization of society. Early nineteenth-century scientistic 


thought, including Saint-Simonian socialism, Comte’s positivism, Marxism, Lamarckian 
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evolutionary theory and most forms of social Darwinism, were generally optimistic in tone, 
in that they were based on the belief that it is possible to deploy scientific knowledge to 


create a better world.” 


Sexology, the kind of thing Krafft-Ebing was trying to invent through a major early 
contribution to it in his Psychopathia Sexualis, was then, of course, a thing of its time, a 
response to the people and culture of the day in the academic elites of Western Europe. 
It embodied the values of this time and place and constructed meaning in accordance 
with them. This much we should, as a minimum, expect. We should then note that “the 
world” is never perceived simply “how it is” in some naive, non-interpretive conception 
of our own imagination and intellectuality. Rather, it is created. It is made. It is 
Fictionalised. It relies on human beings making something of it and imposing this as a 
lens or template with which, by which, to view it based on current cultural values and 
meanings. So it is then important when Schaffner says later in her introductory chapters 


that: 


“sexologists... saw the perverts as corrupters of the social body. The degenerates were 
construed as dangers to civilization, halting progress by their regression to pre-Christian 
rituals such as fetishism and even bestiality. They were frequently viewed as retreating 
atavistically from the intellect to the senses, from reality to the imagination, from 


civilization to a primitive state of being.” 


To a large degree, we see this evidenced in the writing of Krafft-Ebing. He seeks to 
rescue not only individuals From harsh judgment of their newly invented “pathologies” 


but also society itself From the moral decrepitude this might otherwise signify was 
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medical rationality not invented in order to “explain” it otherwise. That said, given his 
views on heredity, this is not an entirely successful operation since what Krafft-Ebing 
diagnoses is various chains of “degeneration” or “perversion” or “deviance” which run in 
Families. (| am reminded here of American eugenically-inspired racists from the early 
twentieth century | have written about before who wrote off whole Families as “morons” 
and, as a result, regarded them as morally degenerate and worthy of sterilisation. These 
ideas, in Fact, are coming From the same intellectual place and ended up, historically, in 
Nazism. Nazis, of course, hated homosexuals and transsexuals as much as Jews and 
other, as they saw it, “degenerate” races such as Roma and Sinti. Once you locate the 
“Fault” in a person materially it becomes easy to victimise them simply because of “what 


they are” in an imagined material sense.) 


It is important to note, then, that the “pervert” or “deviant” is the construction of an 
authoritative figure who designates an “other” onto which can be cast, or to which can 
be accrued, behaviour or ideas imagined eccentric or beyond the bounds of social 
acceptability. “Deviants”, for example, were, in the words of Schaffner, regarded as 
“viruses of the social corps” (a description basically similar to how Hitler regarded, and 
spoke about, Jews) and such people are feared primarily For their ability to think or 
imagine in non-prescribed ways, original ways, ways of their own choosing. What is 
feared, in other words, is the self-organisation of sexual behaviour — such behaviour 
being regarded as a social ill in itself (contrary, so | may now posit, to the principles of 
life itselF). It is interesting how much imagination is involved in this (one of the criticisms 
of that greatest of sexual sins of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, masturbation, 
being that it is almost entirely built on one’s ability to imagine For oneself alone) and so, 


consequently, how much control of, or over, the imagination was also required. 
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Schaffner’s book, in Fact, in combining interest in sexology with an interest in concurrent 
literature, brings imagination and sexuality into necessary relationship For what one can 
think or imagine (and literature has a great power to encourage exactly such activities) is 


crucial to what one might then actually do or how one might actually come to behave. 


The pervert, as Schaffner describes its Function in terms of a societal narrative which 
contextualises it, is then “the identification of the ‘perverse’ and their characterization 
as abnormal, sick and potentially dangerous individuals.” Here “even if, more often than 
not, the sexologists advocated their more or less charitable treatment, (they) can be 
considered as a metaphorical sacrifice... which allowed the community to project its 
anxieties onto an absolute ‘other’.” An example of this Schaffner points out is the 


changing focus in the area of sexual vice which moved from the masturbator to the 


homosexual by the end of the nineteenth century. Schaffner reports that: 


“In the course of the late nineteenth century, the cultural emphasis shifted from the 
problem of masturbation to homosexuality. The notion of sodomy, which could equally 
refer to anal sex, same-sex encounters, paedophilia and bestiality, was replaced by new and 
more precise definitions, including ‘Urning’ or ‘Uranian’, ‘invert’ and finally ‘homosexual’, 
coined in 1869 by the Hungarian Karoly Maria Kertbeny (formerly Benkert) (1824-1882), 
who wrote two pamphlets to appeal against Prussian sodomy laws. As is particularly 
evident in the sustained international interest in the Oscar Wilde trials in 1895, and in the 
Eulenburg affair, homosexuality gradually took centre stage, becoming the most discussed 
of the perversions. The homosexual was turned into the new emblem of moral corruption, a 
figure to be feared and contained, but also one that was celebrated as a challenger of the 


existing sexual order.” 
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We see this evidenced, once more, in Krafft-Ebing who made what he thought of as 
“inversion” the key “perversion” in his later and expanded editions of Psychopathia 
Sexualis. KraFft-Ebing thought of this “inversion” as an “antipathic sexual instinct” and a 
matter of “contrary sexual feelings” and it was a condition he often diagnosed. 
Homosexuality, when practised, of course, is, by itself, entirely non-procreative sex and 
sO was always culturally liable to be regarded as suspect and subject to medical re- 
understanding. We should also note, however, that sexologists such as Krafft-Ebing also 
seem to evidence a great social Fear of the “Feminisation” of men, a phenomenon also 
evident in his own invented Focus on “masochism”, a phenomenon he largely seems to 
have regarded as men taking on a very stereotypically Feminine, passive role in sex. 
Schaffner speculates here that, in both cases, this might itself be indicative of a “crisis of 
masculinity” in regard to men in society generally yet here mediated through sexual 
roles. In a very controlling age which came to articulate its fear of sexual self- 
organisation, that men and women might take up roles in sexual activity not socially 
assigned to them risked them being medically designated as “perverse” or “deviant” in 
response. It is my insight that this was always at least part of what was going on and 
that, whether in moral or medical narrative, those with power always seek to narratively 
denominate those over whom they have power in their own fictional terms and for their 


own socio-moral purposes. 


We should note, then, the heavy bias towards MEN in the early sexology (women being 


designated passive and so less important). Thus, as Schaffner notes: 


“Not only was early sexology construed exclusively by male physicians and psychiatrists, but 


most modern perversions, with the exception of lesbianism and nymphomania, are 
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predominantly applicable to men: it is significant that the vast majority of case studies of 
sadists, masochists, voyeurs, exhibitionists and fetishists in sexological texts feature male 
patients. The stereotypical view of female sexuality was that it was passive, submissive, 
reactive and not very strongly developed. Women were frequently diagnosed as neurotic, 
especially as hysterical and frigid, but very rarely as perverse. Most of the sexologists 
discussed in the present study are, for example, interested primarily in male masochists, 
female masochism being deemed a ‘natural’ condition. Krafft-Ebing’s definition is 
paradigmatic of this tendency: he designates masochism as a pathological exaggeration of 


female psychological elements.” 


Consequently, and for reference: 


“Almost all of the early sexologists produced highly gendered, hetero-normative 
constructions of ‘normal’ and ‘pathological’ sexuality, which in most cases rest on 


essentialist assumptions about appropriate ‘female’ and ‘male’ behaviours and qualities.” 


This, in practice, is not so different to how things had been in Europe (we are almost 
entirely talking here about Europe and Europeans —- including their American 
descendants — because it seems that almost no one talks about anywhere or anyone else 
historically. When we step beyond these borders, the rest of the world is a much more 
unknown phenomenon) for hundreds of years under the control of Christianity. 
Legitimate sex in such times, exampled by Schaffner in her mention of the 13" century 
Thomas Aquinas, was sex which fulfilled the procreative Function - which was that kind 
of sex thought to be natural (where “natural” always has something to do with how God 


has created things and what he intends For them). Naturally enough, who would be best 
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placed to articulate God’s will but officers of the Church? These people, then, were those 


who determined sexual virtue and vice For centuries. 


Here it is not just acts which contradict the procreative principle which become sexual 
vices but also thoughts, where thinking dubbed inappropriate can be seen to undermine 
the entire basis of “legitimate” sexuality. For those such as Aquinas who thought of God 
as the sanity and reason of the universe, someone who had quite literally designed it to 
be a certain way inclusive of certain right behaviours, it was literally nigh on insanity, an 
attack on God-given reason and design itself, to engage in illegitimate sexual activity or 
thought. OF course, such people drew up their hierarchies of “sins” as a result and 
condemned often the merely imaginative and self-organisatory to their hell as a 


consequence. (Think here of Hieronymus Bosch and his “Garden of Earthly Delights”.) 


It might be observed of all | have written through the first almost 300 pages of this book 
up until now that “imagination” plays a great role here. | have even stated that this 
project as a whole probably began when | read a pornographic story written by Alan 
Moore and illustrated exquisitely by his wife, Melinda Gebbie. That story itself, Lost Girls, 
is a story built upon the basis of other, non-sexual fictions such as Alice Through the 
Looking Glass, Peter Pan and The Wizard of Oz - whose characters it incorporates. The 
title, For example, is Moore and Gebbie’s spin on the lost boys in Peter Pan. Thus, Moore 
and Gebbie themselves might be examples of those with uncontrolled sexual 
imagination who inappropriately sexualise the more innocent thinking of others. In 
microcosm, this is exactly what some people (politically, spiritually, morally or, later, 
medically authoritarian people) worried about when they concerned themselves with 


how others thought about sex. They worried, in fact, that people could think FOR 
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THEMSELVES about sex. This, in Fact, is why Schaffner writes a book about sexology AND 
literature and why it has references to books read “one-handed” (can you guess what the 
other hand is doing?) as a result. Krafft-Ebing tried to make his sex book semi- 
unreadable to the regular member of the public, in Fact, exactly to avoid the problem 
that writing about sexual behaviour can itself stimulate sexual thoughts and ideas (and 
consequent behaviour). IF you can imagine something then you might try it. You might 


certainly think about it to your own arousal. For some people this is a problem! 


That people can invent problems whole and entire from such judgmental behaviour 
about sexual thought is exampled in the case of masturbation, now imagined as a 
basically harmless activity but once the primary sexual perversion of the human race (at 
least in the popular 18" and 19" century European imagination), an activity said to cause 
all manner of physical infirmities if pursued and to be the downfall of society itself if 
practised too widely. Masturbation, in Fact, was the subject of the First sexual panic 
about the modern self, a self in which the rational and moral centres were found in the 


el ba 


individual (for Descartes it is “I” who thinks and, therefore, who is). But what if one used 
one’s new-found consciousness, and its consequent ability to think for itself, to think 
about all kinds of sex? Masturbation was precisely a problem for the post-Enlightenment 
European because it could overwhelm the imagination, was a private matter that needed 
nobody else to engage in it (how does one control that?) and because, having done it, 
the appetite is not permanently sated. In Fact, as Far as masturbation is concerned, it is 


quite reasonable to expect that, soon enough, you might get the urge (or the idea) 


again. 
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Masturbation, then, is a basically uncontrollable Form of sexual thought and action. This, 
says Schaffner, is why people turned away from moral arguments about it to medical 
ones. To say that the masturbator is morally corrupt (or even going to hell) is one thing, 
but what if you say it will make them go deaf or blind or insane? What if, instead of 
saying they are spiritually (and so invisibly) corrupt, you say their very material is 
diseased, perhaps even infectious, as a result? Seen in the context of a changing, 
imperial and increasingly capitalist Europe, a place of growing urbanisation and 
industrialisation, such changes of tack in regard to sexual thought and behaviour are 
revealed as new fronts in old battles for the control of sex and sexual expression. And 
one has to control the thinking and not just the body in these battles. So those who 
could be diagnosed with sexual “perversions” were also regarded as “degenerates” as 
part of an increasingly medical narrative that was presented as a matter of material 


consequence. 


In this context, we return to Krafft-Ebing who is seen as a threshold figure between 
moral and medical narratives and also between biological and psychological ones (which 
is where sexology is going Following his lead). | have already noted above how Krafft- 
Ebing regards sexuality as a civilizational and cultural force and so, consequently, how 
this affects his thinking about everything and how sexuality as a phenomenon for him 
requires what Schaffner refers to as “moral, aesthetic and legal” considerations to keep 
it in check. Perverse sexual phenomena (dubbed “pathologies”) for Krafft-Ebing can be 
psychologically explained and may be regarded as diseases or as hereditary conditions 
which are “a functional sign of degeneration” in those so identified. Homosexuality, For 
example, is so described by Krafft-Ebing. Here, however, Schaffner notes that Krafft- 


Ebing can use fictional sources (or even second-hand writing about other people) as 


296 


evidence of this just as much as First hand medical case reports or the sexual confessions 
of those seeking help with a “problem”. That something is even mentioned or discussed 
is enough for Krafft-Ebing to Find it relevant. Schaffner describes this as Krafft-Ebing’s 
“Factualising” of fiction in order to produce what Foucault has called “the truth of sex” 


(where sex is imagined to need or require a truth). 


Krafft-Ebing, in Fact, “invents” masochism based on a reading of the book Venus in Furs 
by Leopold von Sacher-Masoch (he gave it the name “masochism” based on an 
appropriation of Sacher-Masoch’s own name, much to the latter’s chagrin) and almost 
certainly without realising that his own assertion and belief that literature could be a 
“polluting force”, a “perversion-generator”, was seemingly working its way through his 
medical narrative creation about sex as well. Not merely imagined authoritative 
commentary on sexual phenomena, then, Krafft-Ebing’s book is itself the creation of 
Fictional narrative about sex intended to influence certain others with imagined facts. 
Krafft-Ebing is, in Fact, very aware of the connection of the imagination to sexual 
deviation (which is one reason why he whole-heartedly repeats and reinforces the 
prejudice against masturbation - since it “replaces reality” with an imaginary Fantasy in 
an uncontrolled and, in his mind, misdirected way) and, as Schaffner shows in the 
Following commentary, can think of sexual “perversions” in metaphorical or metonymical 


imaginary terms: 


“(Krafft-Ebing) alludes to the essentially metonymical nature of fetishism. In a detailed 
footnote in his chapter on masochism, he reflects explicitly on the impact of figurative 
language upon real life, arguing that the masochist literally enacts proverbial and 


metaphorical expressions such as ‘slavery, to bear chains, bound, to hold the whip over, to 
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harness to the triumphal car, to lie at the feet, henpecked’. There is thus a connection 
between the art of the poet and the actions of the pervert — the poet expresses symbolically 


what the pervert enacts literally: 


‘When the poet chooses such expressions as those mentioned, to picture the dependence of 
the lover in striking similes, he proceeds exactly on the same lines as does the masochist, 
viz., to intensify the idea of his dependence (his ultimate aim), he creates such situations in 


reality.’ 


‘Poetry’, he concludes, ‘impacts back upon life.’ This footnote contains Krafft-Ebing’s most 
explicit thematization of the function of literature in his theory of the perversions. Perverts, 
he suggests, both literalize metaphors by translating figurative language into concrete 
sexual scenarios, as in the case of the masochist, and enact metonymical processes, as in 
the case of the fetishist, whose attention remains fixed upon something merely associated 
with the original object of desire, the pars pro toto (part for the whole). Again, however, the 
enmeshment of linguistic processes and the movement of desire, and the intriguing 
parallels between ‘perverse’ language usage (i.e., literary, figurative language) and perverse 


desires are not analysed any further.” 


Consequently, Krafft-Ebing can regard reading as being an activity which adds to the 
tainted profile of the pervert in that it is stimulating the imagination, a now potentially 
dangerous and uncontrollable thing in its ability to, in the thinking of sexologists, 
“substitute For reality”. Yet this Fact actually once again raises a question in me that my 
writing about sexology so Far has brought to my consciousness several times: when is 


“perversion” a problem? (And so: “Why are authority figures - of several kinds - wanting 
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to control sex, sexuality, sexual expression, the sexual imagination?”) In my own, 


admittedly random, thinking | can discern only two possible socially justifiable reasons: 


1. A sexual practice or proclivity is imagined to be harmful, either to the self or to others 
and even wider society, or to both; 
2. IF left to itself, sexual thought (leading to practice) in a given individual (or group) 


might be imagined to become such a harm. 


This, of course, necessarily leads to lots of Further questions For me that are consequent 
on such justifications. For example, it is obvious that “harm” can be designated in 
multiple ways (besides being a relative judgment). But why then, for instance, designate 
masturbation as something which causes it? Why designate consensual sexual relations 
outside the customs of marriage as it? Why designate anal intercourse as it? Why 
designate the desire to play master and servant as it? Such questions become examples 
of a master question about who designates harm, why, and on what socially-sanctioned 
basis. Krafft-Ebing was doing so, within the newly created discipline of sexology, on the 
basis of academic authority, the claim to be scientific about sex in which imagined 
“definitive knowledge” was being manufactured and ‘demonstrated’. But he was also 
doing so explicitly to inform the institutions of justice and law in nation states. His 
researches were providing guidance for people who had the social and political power to 


lock you away. 


So these are not trivial or inconsequential matters. We are here in a situation where 
outside others, bearers of authority and power, can, only the basis of their own 


intellectually manufactured fictions which are then harnessed to power (or perhaps 
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“Fact/ions” is a better term, a crasis of the words “fact” and “fiction” to indicate that 
those such as Krafft-Ebing Factualised through Fiction creation, creating Facts in and with 
Fiction), materially interfere in the course of your life by designating your sex “perverse” 
or “deviant” or “degenerate”. | submit, then, that the issue is not so much “What is 
sexual harm?” (we should, however, still keep this question in mind) but “In what 
conditions of Freedom and constraint does sex take place?” or “What sexual authority 
should we allow people to have over us?” For, it seems to me, the whole issue here, the 
reason sexology comes to be invented, is the desire to control sex, either materially, 
imaginationally or relationally, in ever more coercive and structural ways. This can then 
be carried out either by the diagnoses and incarceration of “perverts” (material control) 
or the moral and intellectual control of human thought (of course, in practice it involves 
both in tandem). The point being made here is that sexology is controlling thought and 
delimiting relations. It is itself the manifestation of the idea that, in sex, one should not 


be self-organising or left to one’s own agency, autonomy and free association. 


This realisation then feeds back into previous questions once again such as “Why is 
society policing sex?” and “What business does society have policing consensual sexual 
activity?” (this second question is, to my mind, a great question because it separates out 
the perhaps justifiable desire to safeguard others from the very idea of control of 
others’ sex) For, as we can see even with Krafft-Ebing, the activity of the sexologists was 
not merely the matter of benign classification or neutral thought imagined to have no 
consequential action as a response. The problem is that sexological thought is linked to 
politically articulated power and people might actually act upon its conclusions and 
ideas, using them as its justification. As with Krafft-Ebing, we see that sexology as a 


subject, and sexologists as human beings, are not morally neutral phenomena, however 
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much this case is argued on the basis of science or medicine or the then newly invented 
discipline of psychology, a vast arena in which that nebulous subject “the mind” can be 
Fictionalised almost at will by “experts” with whom one cannot argue since it is they, and 
they alone, who almost entirely control the thought and language of the subject. None 
of this is to suggest, of course, that sexologists were any better or worse as human 
beings than any random member of society (many, in fact, were very positively 
motivated and wanted to rehabilitate sexually diverse people, and their reputations, into 
society) but it is to point out that sexology, as an example of a subject wanting to create 
its own authoritative knowledge, is a controlling discipline that can easily be put to 
authoritarian uses by those who regard society in general as something to be controlled, 
something that should lack difference and diversity as a result and control any that 


becomes apparent. 


(b) Sigmund Freud 


And so | come now to Sigmund Freud whose Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality (in its 
original 1905 version) was a major document of early 20" century sexology. These 
essays, however, which articulate a preliminary sexual theory of Freud’s own that is prior 
to his invention of ideas like “the Oedipus complex”, differ from those upon which the 
work of sexologists such as Krafft-Ebing’s was based. Where Krafft-Ebing, For example, 
Finds “the normally sexually disposed and developed person” and “the pervert” in 
Psychopathia Sexualis, Freud wants to argue that even “normal” sexuality contains 
elements that, in someone diagnosed as perverted, would be thought perverse. There is, 
consequently for Freud, no hard and fast distinction to be made here between someone 


who is “normal” (healthy) and someone who is a “pervert” (sick) and things are not as 
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simple as distinguishing opposing types of material human being, the healthy and the 


diseased. 


| myself draw two major insights From a reading of this text of Freud’s: 


1. The First is that Freud imagines human beings to be sexual beings, capable of sexual 
experience, stimulation and excitement, pretty much from birth. Consequently, he can, 
as something he will go on to talk about at much greater length in the rest of his career, 
talk about children as beings with sexual capacities, beings who can have sexual 
experiences (regardless of how inadequately we may imagine they are processed by the 
mind and body of the child). He writes of other sexologists who have denied children a 


“sexual drive” that: 


“We found it regrettable that the sexual drive in childhood has been denied, and that the 
sexual manifestations not infrequently observed in children have been described as 
irregularities. It seemed to us, rather, that children come into the world with germs of 
sexual activity, that they enjoy sexual satisfaction along with food intake from the earliest 
stage, and that they persistently seek to repeat the experience in the familiar activity of 


‘sensual sucking.’” 


Freud, in fact, designates “childhood” sexuality as “autoerotic” since he imagines 
children have not yet developed the psychological capacity to set a suitable outside 
object for their sexual desires. They are then, in some sense, engaging in sexual 


experiences (not necessarily with conscious intent) for the simple reflexive pleasure of 
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them in a way which, one must imagine, serves some organic purpose to the child as a 


biological organism. 


2. The second insight | take From Freud in this book is that, given point 1 above, sexuality 
is developmental, a matter of pathways and stages of development which can proceed 
with an assignable medical “normality” or which can become either perverse or neurotic 
if said imagined healthy pathways in the development of a child’s sexual proclivities are 
arrested or deviated from. Freud’s text, in comparison to Krafft-Ebing’s | reviewed 
above, is certainly very much more medical in tone than that was. He is interested in the 
sexual development of human beings from childhood onwards and divining the 
biological and psychological processes of the organism which lead to health and 
unhealth as a medic might see these things. Consequently, Freud thinks of perversion as 
a matter of deviation during regular human developmental processes (“a disposition to 
perversions is an original and universal disposition of the human genital drive and... 
normal sexual behaviour is developed out of it as a result of organic changes and 
psychical inhibitions occurring in the course of maturation”) and “any established 
aberration from normal sex life (is) as an instance of inhibition of development, and of 
infantilism.” Freud then imagines that “inhibition of development”, by which he means 
his imagined regularised “normal” development, is essentially to remain in some sense a 


sexual child. 


We should note here, as Philippe van Haute and Herman Westerink do in their 
introduction to my copy of Freud's original text, that with Three Essays Freud was trying 
to set himself apart from “the established body of thought on sexuality” in such a text. 


Ascribing sexuality to childhood (which specifically means before puberty here as that 
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was, until this time, the sexological starting point), was one way in which Freud 
attempted to do this. Sex in Krafft-Ebing, for example, was described in an evolutionary 
and reproductive sense, it existed because it was the means by which the human species 
multiplied itself. (This is an interesting point in itself and imagining both sex and gender 
as fundamentally reproductive matters can, and does, lead to several prejudices in 
thinking about them even though this way of theorising them is arbitrary and entirely a 
choice.) This was considered its singular natural and normal function and any other kind 
of sex, or sex for any other purpose, was rendered dubious as a consequence. What 
Freud then seized upon (and in no sense do | argue this was entirely original) was that, in 
Fact, most things regarded as “sexual aberrations” cannot be explained in terms of a 
neuropathic (inherited, degenerative) genetic disposition but they can only be defined 
relative to a general human sexual disposition — they are part of everyone’s sexual 
makeup and possibility. This emphasis of Freud’s makes the difference between 
“normal” and “abnormal” sexuality (setting the useful meaning of these descriptors 
aside) merely qualitative and, as a consequence, such things tell us not only about our 
pathologies but about (sexual) human nature as a whole. Freud, as a result, rejects the 
“Functional” understanding of sexuality as a means to procreation for a more nuanced 
and involved one in which the ideas “normal” and “abnormal” can never be fully or 
absolutely described. This leads him to discuss modes of sexuality as a Feature of being 
human and to focus on this at the expense of describing a normality he Finds obtuse. 
(This then takes us away From the singular notion “Sex is simply for procreation” — and 


we absolutely should be taken away from it.) 


Freud refers in these essays to the “perverse polymorphous nature of infantile sexuality” 


in a description that will be worrying to some for its imaginable consequences. It 
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suggests, for example, that, strictly speaking, there are no “perversions” but merely 
sexual activities that are in continuity with some aspect of a human sexual disposition 
which can develop or express itself in numerous possible ways. Freud specifically uses 
the term “polymorphous” and, in doing so, emphasises that there is no innate principle 
or order to a human being’s sexual drive that is making human beings develop their 
sexual capacities in certain ways or for a pre-determined purpose. Freud sets human 
sexuality in contexts of both human psychology (what we think) and human morality 
(what other people think and act to inhibit or encourage) and so he does not imagine 
that anyone’s sexual development is uninfluenced by outside factors. Indeed, these 
Factors are consequential in that, for example, “perversions” can only be defined in 
relation to what adults in a society generally consider normal, seemly or appropriate. 
Here “detachment from normality” in a sexual practice can be enough to have it 
designated “perverse”. The “problem” is, as Freud sees it, that most “perversions” are, in 
Fact, aspects of normal sexual life (perhaps fixated on or exaggerated) and can be 
present in the sexual lives of otherwise quite ordinary and normal people who can go 
about the rest of their lives unremarkably and without ill effects. Freud consequently 
imagines that “the sex drive” may well be constituted by various different components 


rather than a singular one. 


(Consequently) a major insight of Freud’s thinking was his association of it with corporeal 
pleasure, the notion that sexuality is engaged in for the production of physical 
sensations which can be (and are) enjoyed for their own sake. Freud even ascribes this 
meaning of sex to babies and children in what he terms particularly as “sensual sucking” 
and he refers to “tendencies to every kind of anatomical extension of sexual activity” 


which are clinical observations he made treating patients. Here Freud can talk about 
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“organ-pleasure” and reveal sex as an activity which aims not simply or only at 
reproduction (which, of course, cannot account for all forms or kinds of sexuality 
anyway) but as the production of new or changed human beings. Freud here ascribes to 
Darwinian ideas of the person that that which is not about self-preservation (in simple 
terms, acquiring food and water to keep existing) is about sex instead. As infants then 
learn to enjoy touch or sucking or other tactile engagement they discover an autoerotic 
pleasure which, in later human development, will go on to be associated sexually with 
the enjoyment of others outside themselves in imagined appropriate sexual 
relationships. All of this, of course, takes place in societal and moral contexts that are 
always acting upon the erotic subject with consequence for their subsequent sexual 
development. For example, Freud here argues that the incest taboo is a cultural demand 
of society which exists in order to establish greater social units than the Family. Things 
like shame, guilt and disgust he imagines belong to the very nature of sexuality but they 
are also set within cultural bounds and are in no sense “innate” to human beings or 
sexuality itself. They are not “natural” but cultural. Freud, then, in these essays attempts 
to set sexual behaviour in contexts social and cultural but also organic and 


developmental — and never merely reproductive or procreational. 


(c) Gert Hekma 


Meanwhile, in the book Third Sex, Third Gender: Beyond Sexual Dimorphism in Culture and 


a 


History, we find the essay “’A Female Soul in a Male Body’: Sexual Inversion as Gender 
Inversion in Nineteenth-Century Sexology”, an essay by the now recently deceased Dutch 
anthropologist and sociologist Gert Hekma, who taught at the University of Amsterdam 


For over three decades as a teacher of gay and lesbian studies. This particular essay | 
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Focus on here targets the origins of conceptualising or theorising same-sex sexual 
behaviour (primarily amongst men as this was in that time period when women were 
thought generally uninterested in sex in comparison with men, a consequence of their 
lesser social status more generally) and the need for that to be set in a conceptualising 
or theorising of human sexuality as a whole. As a general introductory remark here we 
may note, once again, how, at this time even more so than in the present day, sex was 
imagined primarily, if not overwhelmingly, suffocatingly, as a biologically reproductive 
act. Reproduction, that is, dominated how sex should be understood (which, of course, 
necessitates things like sex binaries to begin with), something which is a very 


consequential step to take in the first place. 


Hekma’s particular interest, not least given the title of the book his essay is in, is the idea 
of the homosexual as a third sex, an idea which received some assent in the second part 
of the nineteenth century when Krafft-Ebing was about his work and when Freud first 
began. The major German sexologist, Magnus Hirschfeld, is one who would take up such 
an idea (his concentration on “intermediate sexual types” or, as Emma Goldman would 
put it in a letter of correspondence to him, “variations and gradations of gender”, 
suggesting a different sexual class or classes of human being besides male and Female — 
Hirschfeld also first conceived of the “transvestite” as well) but it was initially Karl 
Heinrich Ulrichs who would champion such an idea, attempting to form it into a 
biological theory that would eventually come to be thought of as containing masculine 
women and feminine men. Such a grouping was initially modelled on especially the 
stereotypical behaviour of so called “sodomites” or “mollies” but attempted to shift 
thinking about such types of people from moral ways to medical ways (as we saw with 


Krafft-Ebing in fact). 
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This was then a time for new thinking, new conceptual sexual systems and even new 


nu a nu a 


words. “Philopedie”, “Urning”, “Uranian” and “inversion” were all terms invented and 
bandied about at this time. Another, of course, stuck to this day: “homosexual” was first 
uttered in 1869 as a way to conceptualise a kind of sexuality. Strictly speaking, no one 
could have been “a homosexual” before this way of understanding what it claimed to 
describe had First been imagined. The same, however, could also be said for the idea of 
someone having “a sexuality” at all because it is only in the invention of set sexualities as 
part of people’s biological or psychological make ups that the idea of people even having 
“a sexuality” is invented too. (Sex before this, for example in Roman times, was much 
more about social status, social relationship one to another, than it was about 
“orientation”. Sexual orientation is, then, not nearly as naturalised as it may now seem.) 


Hekma’s essay then gives us a concise overview of the early theorising of homosexuality 


and | will attempt my own summary of this in what follows below. 


“Homosexuality” here is discussing the theorising of “same-sex preferences”, something 
which Hekma tells us was most often theorised, at least in the early decades of the 
developing sexology, “as a kind of inborn gender inversion... called a ‘hermaphrodisy of 
the mind’”. Medically, of course, we have to imagine how people led from birth to think 
that sex is about reproduction conceive of sex that cannot be about reproduction and, in 
several cases (including those of Ulrichs and Hirschfeld), is about sex they themselves 
Favour — and so naturally want to validate. This was a time, consequently, and as hinted 
at before, when leading doctors and even the medical arena generally, imagined that 
masturbation was the origin of all perversions, something that was itself a result of 
excessive sexual fantasising. (Perverse sex, at various times throughout history, has not 


necessarily been conceptualised as “doing sex the wrong way” but as a surfeit of sex; 
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perverse sex, that is, can simply be imagined as sex to excess.) A basic question here, of 
course, is the one of causes: is the individual to blame in the sense that “perverse” sex is 
a voluntary act or is “perverse” sex pathological and the individual is to become a victim 
of their own constitution? (Here, From above, Krafft-Ebing is more of the second type 
where Freud was more of a mixture of the two but simple choices here are probably 
more deceptive than not.) The medical cause was entertained, however, that something 
about homosexual men in a physiological sense was the cause of their same-sex 
interests and particularly their Feminising of themselves. Others imagined that simply 
being soaked in sex had led such people to “perverse” forms of it. Yet others still 


imagined that chronic masturbation had led to “more extreme sexual outrages”. 


One large and notable change here is a change from individualised sexual acts, such as 
pederastic sodomy with a youth which could easily be imagined as an abstract act of 
sexual satisfaction, to conceptualising sexual identities with identified causes for them. 
It is moves like this, in fact, which put “sexuality” in view as a component of human life 
and make up. No longer concerned with “acts and effects”, the new sexologists were 
concerned with “identities and causes”, things which better suited their medical (and 


legal) purposes. Consequently: 


“The power system underlying law and medicine was changing, and medical theory 
mirrored these changes. Traditionally, forensic medicine was an auxiliary science for judges; 
now forensic psychiatry took the initiative. Discussions ensued about the ‘personality of the 
criminal,’ as in Cesare Lombroso's theory of the ‘born criminal,’ and later about the ‘sex 


pervert,’ as was found in Richard von Krafft-Ebing's Psychopathia Sexualis (1886).” 
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No longer random activities, then, sexologists were now creating, and designating, types 
of people. We should note here how this very act itself is constitutive and, in purpose 
and effect, somewhat naturalising, dependent on how you imagine human “knowledge” 
works. Often we are led to believe this is something which “corresponds” to “reality” 
and, even if not, we certainly imagine it either relates to or even “re-presents” it. Much 
less (unless we are social constructivists like myself) do we imagine that it constitutes it 
in all its imaginary networks of connections, ideas and processes. But, whether we come 
to Finally believe this or not, we should take the idea seriously as a prospect. Before this 
era no one in general could have imagined “a homosexual” as we imagine this today. 
Even at the time, sexologists conceptualised alternative ways to imagine such a thing 
into existence. So, even if we imagine “reality” is set and fixed (which is a silly thing to 
believe, by the way), our descriptions of it are not — and never survive us trying to make 
them so. All this amounts to is the belief that “homosexuality” and even “sexuality” are 
just human ideas, explanations for things. We have no mandate to go any Further than this 
in our valuations of them. They are Fictions told to make sense of Facts or experiences, 
ways to give stability to conceptual ideas, discourses or linguistic items of use. And its 


the use that counts. 


Initially (and even decades into the practice of sexology as a discipline), various 
phenomena we moderns would now separate and distinguish were mixed up or 
homogenised. (What, for example, is a Feminine-presenting, male-bodied person? They 
could be a transvestite, transsexual, transgender, gay, cross-dresser, etc. Just because 
they prefer Feminine appearance it does not necessitate that they prefer same-sex, or 
even single-sex, relations and so we must be careful what we infer from appearance 


alone and there are always several, not necessarily sexual, options.) A preference for sex 
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with youths, for example, might often be undertaken by very masculine homosexuals 
who see youths as compliant “feminised” sexual partners. Yet others, combining 
phenomena, might dress as women in order to attract the same youths. In other words, 
once one wants to become scientific and even Forensic about sex one Finds that it is in 
far more ways than one or two that it manifests itself. One Finds myriad phenomena 


which constitute a complexity of sexual desires, interests and practices. 


One might then wonder why it took until the mid-nineteenth century For the medical 
profession to suddenly turn its attention to sexuality — and the answer is probably the 
very morality that had formerly governed it. Medics, at this time very much trying to 
establish their reputation in the Face of rampant quacks and hucksters who sold miracle 
potions and cures for almost every ailment they could dream of, wanted to have a 
certain professional quality about them which was based on a requisite scientific and 
professional trust. But to entangle themselves with sex, and even sexual perversion, so 
called, something which always carried a moral taint with it, was not anything that could 
help with that. So medics were reluctant to step into overtly sexual issues as it always 
meant they took a reputational hit if they did. (One will recall KrafFt-Ebing’s problems 
with this and how he tried to make his book to some extent unreadable by the public as 
a result.) Eventually, it was a scientific need which Forced them to begin to understand 
sex and sexuality in more professional ways as well as the needs of states to govern in 
regard to sexual matters on the basis of the new science. But this then had the 
consequence that those who found themselves caught up in these new descriptions and 
understandings wished to defend themselves against being designated as things by 


these professionalised others. The race was on neutralise and naturalise (or simply 
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publicly explain in an authoritative way) same-sex sexual activity. And that is where the 


Uranian and the homosexual enter the tale. 


In the 1860s Karl Heinrich Ulrichs, a lawyer, began to publish on the matter of same-sex 
preferences. His work was innovative and taken up by several interested parties for the 
next several decades (and was eventually taken over by Magnus Hirschfeld too). He 
invented what became known as “Uranism” and its practitioner, the “Uranian” (in Ulrichs 
native German this was “Urning” — a term sometimes used by Emma Goldman who knew 
and spoke German and held a strong interest in sexological literature). According to 
Hekma, these were imagined as “a third sex whose gender traits were inverted” (that is, 
to be crystal clear, they were neither simply men nor women and manifested the gender 
consciousness and performance of a woman whilst having a male body). Ulrichs imagined 
himself this way and further imagined that such a sexual and gendered status was 
inborn, part of his constitutive make up. The term “Uranian” itself is derived from Greek 
(in which all elites were then educated), where Ulrichs derived it from a dialogue on 
erotic love in Plato’s Symposium related to the birth of the goddess Aphrodite Ourania 
(who was composed whole from the semen of the god Uranus and was thus created 
From a birth in which a female had no part). Ulrichs contrasted the Uranian with the 
Dionian, again mythologically constructed, but more representative of what today we 
would call the heterosexual. Interestingly, Ulrichs thought of Uranians as Feminine and 
Dionians as masculine - although we should note that this was all before “homosexual” 
had been conceived or any idea of a modern “gay” or “queer” was even remotely close. 
Ulrichs also mentioned the Uranian as a “third sex” and we might distinguish this from 


what we might now call “trans” in that Ulrichs did not conceive he, or the Uranian 
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generally, was in “the wrong body”. Rather, he imagined “a female soul in a male body” 


(hence the title of Hekma’s essay!). 


As Hekma himself tells this tale: 


“Ulrichs began to explain his preferences in letters to his family, which date from the end of 
1862. In these letters, he compared his attraction to men with that felt by heterosexual 
women. According to Ulrichs, men were endowed with specifically male features, and he 
mentioned nine: male organs, lack of breasts, Adam's apple, male body and voice, beard, 
manly habitus, male inclinations and ‘sexual love drive’ (‘geschlechtliche Liebestrieb’) for 
women, he explained further that some of these features were absent in Uranians. The idea 
of two completely different sexes was mistaken: there had always been not only 
hermaphrodites but also male persons who lacked some or most of these traits. Uranians 
definitely lacked the final attribute but also many other male qualities, as was clear for 
Ulrichs from his own case as well as from the six other Uranians he knew at this time. For 


him, Uranians formed a third sex. 


The Uranian sex drive, according to Ulrichs, was inborn, since it developed early, before a 
child could decide on his sexual predilections. He strongly claimed his right to such a drive: 
‘The Dionian [heterosexual] majority has no right to construct the human society as 
exclusively Dionian; such construction of it is only scandalous abuse, because we have as 
much rights as you in the human society.’ Uranians certainly had the right to sexual 
expression, but Ulrichs was not sure under what circumstances and in what form. When he 


asked his family whether he should publish his ideas anonymously, they answered decidedly 


313 


and unanimously in the negative. Nevertheless, within two years he started to publish his 


work, and after some years he even wrote under his own name.” 


Because he did the term “Uranian” became world Famous — and that even though Ulrichs 
was not writing For medical reasons but legal ones. “Unnatural Fornication” was then a 
heavily policed crime in the dominant pre-German unification state of Prussia and he 
hoped to contribute to legal reform by establishing the Uranian as a natural kind just as 
male and female is so accepted. Although his theory was taken up enthusiastically in the 
Following years by medics, he was unsuccessful in that basic aim as the infamous 
paragraph 175 of the new, post-unification all-German penal code (which still exists 


today in changed form) would soon continue to outlaw homosexuality. 


It is interesting to note here that, as an attempt to describe a third sex, Ulrichs’ 
construction is quite specific. It is configured as a “same-sex attraction combined with 
gender inversion” as Hekma phrases it. The inversion however, as already remarked in 
relation to the modern transgender person, is restricted to an imagined inner identity, 
the soul, rather than the material sex of the human being. Later, in Hirschfeld’s hands, 
this theory would develop slightly and both Ulrichs and Hirschfeld believed that male 
bodies showed some feminine qualities too. For Ulrichs, however, the key to the gender 
inversion, being only interior or not, was the matter of sexual preference. This could be 
imagined as the soul becoming “hermaphroditic” in the weeks after birth. Notable here 
is that this required no outward, bodily signs to demonstrate itself. One could imagine it 
being regarded as even more problematic by critics than even modern transgender 


appearance does for at least the latter take steps to habitually manifest that which they 
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Feel themselves to be. The Uranian could imagine themselves feminine but not show any 


signs of it. Indeed, then, as now, there were many good social reasons to hide it. 


Same-sex love at this time was not well understood (as should easily be imagined since it 
was only just being conceptualised as a thing in itself). It is not clear, however, if Ulrichs’ 
constructions for legal purposes helped matters or not. His conception was specific and 
narrow — in fact Far far narrower than a modern documenter of gay culture would be able 
to get away with — and this would eventually prove to be the reality which undermined it 
as a one size fits all description of gay love. Ulrichs’ theory worked in the Following way 


as per Hekma’s description of it: 


“The next step Ulrichs dared to take in his theoretical work was to defend the moral 
rightness of sexual relations between Uranian men and Dionian young men. As female 
prostitution was allowed and even medically regulated in many places in Europe, Ulrichs 
thought comparable relations between Uranians and Dionian youngsters should be 
permitted. He insisted not only on decriminalization of Uranism but also on the legality of 
such sexual relations, because he believed most Uranians desired sex with Dionians. Since 
sexual desire was then defined as attraction between opposites (male and female), Ulrichs 
believed that it was impossible. for two Uranian men with preferences for men to fall in 
love with each other: ‘Is a Uranian sexually attracted to a Uranian? A little or not at all.’ 
They were as little attracted to each other as they were to women, for whom they felt 
abhorrence in sexual matters. The Uranian's object of desire was a person who was male in 
body and soul, that is, a Dionian. Ulrichs recast the dichotomy of female and male desire 
into a theory of the Uranian lover and his Dionian beloved. This part of his theory attracted 


strong criticism...” 
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In the light of this criticism Ulrichs adapted his theory. Not least this was from others 
who recognised something of themselves in his descriptions. Receiving many letters 


from such people, he made some changes to his theory: 


“He made a place for ‘Uranodioninge’ (‘bisexuals’) and ‘Uraniaster’ (‘circumstantial 
homosexuals’), and he further distinguished three kinds of Uranism. ‘Maennlinge,’ more 
masculine Uranians, fell in love with younger feminine boys, contrasted with ‘Weiblinge,’ 
the effeminate Uranians, who loved masculine (young) men; in between was a group, part 
masculine and part feminine, whose sexual object was young males. Especially in this last 
example, Ulrichs goes beyond the theory of sexual desire as opposition, because the 
difference between the Uranian (halfway between Maennlinge and Weiblinge) and the 


young adult (between the state of boy and man) is not as sharp as it is in Ulrichs's other 


examples.” 


What we learn From all this is as | suggested before: the more you try to tie sexuality 
down, the more you try to bind it with definitions, the more it slips through your 
grasping Fingers. Nature knows no types and biology has no “sexuality”. It just does what 
it does and gets adapted and evolved as it can. It subscribes to no “theory”. 
Nevertheless, Ulrichs’ theory was taken up enthusiastically by medics (much to his 
chagrin) if not by those who made and adjudicated laws (to Ulrichs’ further chagrin no 
less so) and it was supplemented in the late 1860s with Karl Maria Kertbeny’s use of the 
term “homosexual” which would give a more lasting name (and perhaps also conception) 
to a type of love that was not between a male-bodied person and a female-bodied one. 
The medics took this up enthusiastically because of course, as Hekma notes, they were 


much more interested in discovering new things about people’s sexuality (although 
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Hekma calls this “pathologizing perversions”!) than they were about anything else. The 
leader of this movement, who would produce its textbook going forward, would be 
Richard von Krafft-Ebing and he would begin his research into “contrary sexual feeling” 
(often this description, which is a translation of a German phrase, would be rendered 


“sexual inversion” in English) with Ulrichs’ ideas. 


“Contrary sexual Feeling”, of course, covers many bases. Besides the various types of 
Uranian on Ulrichs’ imaginary scheme, it could also include several types of lesbian and 
cross-dressers — who could themselves be heterosexual or homosexual or bisexual. 
(Trans people have not yet here emerged as conceptual possibilities and so hide in the 
conceptual shadows waiting for an intellectual light to be cast across them.) “Inversion” 
doesn’t seem to work here in every case though and any attempt to make it do so in all 
cases makes it fall apart. We might also note here how “inversion” as a speculatory 
explanation is subject to the notion that a binary and dimorphic heterosexuality (sex 
as/for reproduction) is the normality in the light of which all else must be explained 
(hence Ulrichs’ original preference for Uranians who loved Dionian youths. Kertbeny’s 
“homosexual” itself requires, and constitutes, a heterosexual as its alter ego or, rather, 
becomes the alter ego of it). But by bringing “inversion” to the table and insisting that it 
was some fact about the human being themselves from birth that caused it, Ulrichs 
inadvertently gave a body of enthusiastic pathologizers reason to find in “contrary 
sexual feeling” a disease to be treated or even cured. Thus, the homosexual, third sex or 
not, began in a context of medicalisation and with questions all around as to if they were 
sick or healthy in their sexual needs, desires and narrative constructions of these things 
(let alone their physical consequences). “Gender-inverted behaviour” could thus become 


a legitimate medical description of something wrong rather than merely a negative 
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description of something benign. In 1877, for example, when Krafft-Ebing wrote his First 
article on “sexual anomalies”, he described sexual inversion as “a neuro and 
psychopathic condition, both hereditary and coexistent with other insanities.” In 


Psychopathia Sexualis he would then describe this Further in a fourfold way: 


“Krafft-Ebing distinguished four types of inborn homosexuality, from ‘psychosexual 
hermaphrodisy’ (bisexuality) to androgyny, and three varieties of learned homosexuality, of 
which ‘metamorphosis sexualis paranoica’ (something like transsexuality) was the extreme 
form. Most but not all varieties were characterized by femininity. The learned behaviour 
types were strongly coloured by effeminacy, but the four innate types were not. Of those, 
bisexuality and homosexuality (an inclination only to the same sex) were not defined by the 
prevalence of femininity, unlike Krafft-Ebing's ‘effeminate’ and ‘androgynous’ types. Krafft- 
Ebing stated that the ‘homosexual anomaly’ was restricted to the domain of sexual life and 
had no further influence on gender identity. Although this subtype was only one of seven, in 


his book it took up a third of the space devoted to sexual inversion.” 


Translating Krafft-Ebing here what Hekma understands as “something like 
transsexuality” is described in Latin by Krafft-Ebing himself as “paranoid sexual 
metamorphosis” and | am sure many modern critics of trans people would love that 
description. IF readers review what | said about Krafft-Ebing earlier in this chapter, 
however, one might be able to construct a theory as to why he might come to such a 
conclusion (which was, nevertheless, exceedingly influential, if only because it became 
part of that body of work which had to be accounted for in your own theory of sexuality 


and perversion). 
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We come to Magnus Hirschfeld who, besides being a medic himself (and also gay —- 
although not flamboyantly so — and, in Fact, he never even publicly admitted it), was also 
an advocate for a homosexual movement, a movement which aimed to rehabilitate and 
integrate those manifesting various “contrary” sexual phenomena as a natural part of 
their lives into general society. In 1897 he began the Scientific-Humanitarian Committee 
and from 1899-1923 he published the yearly Annual for Sexual Intermediaries. Hirschfeld 
was during this time the major defender of homosexuality as a third (or possibly 
intermediate) sex. His view From his first pseudonymous writing on the subject was that 
it was neither a sickness nor criminal. In an early edition of his Annual, just before Krafft- 
Ebing’s death, he even got the then leading sexological scholar to admit in print that 
homosexuality was indeed not pathological and was, in fact, inborn, thus going back on 
all he had previously claimed. Hirschfeld’s campaigning on behalf of a whole community 
of those who exhibited what we might term marginal sexualities and gender expressions 
achieved much sympathy in the worlds of the arts, science and politics but in the crucial 
matter of the law things never really changed - and then got abruptly worse with the 
rise of Hitler to power (Hirschfeld’s Berlin Sexual Institute, the first of its kind in the 
world, being raided and ransacked as one of the first casualties of the Nazi ascension in 
1933). Not every gender and sex critic is a Nazi but every Nazi is certainly a gender and 


sex critic. 


Hirschfeld was not the only German at that time, however, who had a vision in regard to 
how you might conceive of same-sex sexual feeling. Another was Adolf Brand who had 
his own journal, Der Eigene, and who led a “community of self-owners”. (Eigene is not an 
easily translatable term and | would best translate it with the words “Self-owner”, one 


who owns oneself. For those with some knowledge of anarchism, as | would hope 
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readers of this book will be, it is a term closely linked with Max Stirner’s egoism and his 
concepts of one’s own and one’s property.) This community of people headed by Brand 
had a theory of homosexuality opposed to that of Hirschfeld and the idea of a “third 
sex” in particular (not least in its medicalising tendency and its common portrayal as 
effeminate — which these particular gays were not and did not want to be). In this we 
might compare it to a scenario where an imaginary more modern butch type of gay man 
complains that all gay men are being typecast as drag queens. Brand’s type of 
homosexuality was masculine and in the tradition of pederastic friendship and promoted 
a “masculine culture”. It wasn’t, then, a type of homosexuality which traded on 
Femininity in gender expression or which required it in others. This was described in the 
words of Brand associate, Benedict Friedlander, as a biological theory of “virile 
homosexuality”, something he would publish concerning in something of a bible of 
Brand’s movement, his 1904 book “Renaissance of Uranic Love”. As Hekma describes this 


book, Friedlander: 


“discerned three kinds of love: married love between men and women, the motherly love of 
women for children and same-sex love in friendship and pedagogics that was in general not 
sexual. Friedlander saw the last form of love as the foundation of social and political life, 
and he was critical of the emancipation of women, which he saw as undermining the 


beneficial impact of male love on society.” 


That latter definition, clearly Formed in the biologist’s mind on the model of Greek and 
Roman civilisations, is interesting because it posits that sex and gender, even one’s 
sexuality, can be the basis of a society. This is not a bad idea in itself and, indeed, it is 


one, appropriately liberated and described, that | am aiming to support in this book, one 
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that Found some evidence in my earlier commentary on the book Sex At Dawn where the 
sexual relationships of human beings were found exceedingly constitutive of numerous 
kinds of society, both ancient and more modern. It seems that in the historical case 
under discussion here, however, the early decades of Western sexological discussion, 
this was a rare insight. Its major proponent, in fact, was a movement for masculine 
homosexual virility and friendship that eschewed and disdained more feminised 
homosexual manifestations (and perhaps unidentified trans phenomena as well). Indeed, 
at that end of the spectrum where the feminised male becomes the male-bodied 
Feminine, with the accompanying desire to Fully Feminise the body, its proponents were 
more about fitting in with the current society than creating new masculine and 
homosexual ones. Agendas and desires and manifestations of those displaying diverse 
sexualised and gendered characteristics could be very different. We should never then 
assume that all those affected either wanted, or would want, the same things. Indeed, if 
the early sexology of homosexuality discovered anything in about its First 50 or 60 years 


of existence, it was, as Hekma says, its “bewildering variety”. 


In the context of homosexuality as a “third sex”, however, we must also note this 


takeaway of Hekma’s: 


“the model of the homosexual as a third sex gained ground because it was a non- 
threatening representation of homosexuals for heterosexuals. Removing the threatening 
representation of homosexuality seems to be the most important reason so many doctors 
and homosexuals endorsed this theory. It made the heinous sin of sodomy - a thought to 
which everyone was subject - into something harmless, transforming sodomites into non- 


masculine men who could not endanger the virility of ‘normal’ men. They were given a fixed 
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and paltry place in the gender system, and the lustful and powerful seducers they had 
always been seen as faded into an image of pitiful effeminates... At the same time, new 
models of sexuality developed, and it soon became clear that masculinity and 
homosexuality were incompatible, and that a real man thus had to be heterosexual. More 
and more, manliness was defined as non-homosexual, and heterosexuality for men came to 


mean being masculine.” 


So the end of this tale from Ulrichs through Krafft-Ebing to Hirschfeld is that, to some 
extent, homosexual men did gain a place in society — but it wasn’t necessarily the place 
that they wanted or a place to be envied. It can also be seen that it became crucial how 
one thought of homosexual men — who now obviously weren’t all just versions of the 
same thing any more than heterosexual men or women are. But there was also a danger 
that came with all of this For now “the homosexual” was a thing and, being a thing, it 
could be identified and, if so desired, exposed or targeted or harassed. What was once 
disparate acts of male on male pleasure, had now become an orientation, ontological, 
recognisable, an “identity”, who you were. Inappropriate exposure of that could lead to 
ruin, attack or even worse. Homosexuality was no longer something you might have 
taken part in now and again: it was who you were, an inescapable aspect of your being 
that was there wherever you were too. Homosexuality was an example of being “the 
other”, different, outside. A homosexual was a member of a class, a genus, a type. It 
wasn't a jacket you could put on or take off. It was coursing through your veins and 
leaking through every pore. Not just homosexuality/ities had been invented here: fixed 


or stable sexualities had too. 
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(d) lwan Bloch 


Iwan Bloch was one of those — along with Magnus Hirschfeld and Albert Moll (with Freud 
as well, although he was Austrian) - who Followed on in the German tradition of sexology 
after Krafft-Ebing (who all thought of as the first great pioneer after his great catalogue 
of sexual deviation, Psychopathia Sexualis) died in 1902. Here Hirschfeld was known as 
one who combined a scientific attention to detail with a campaigning aspect to his work 
which looked to rehabilitate what his most Famous sexual theory described as 
“intermediate sexual stages” in the eyes of the German law. (He was a passionate 
advocate for repeal of paragraph 175 of the German legal code which outlawed 
homosexuality.) This theory, briefly, developed from Hirschfeld’s belief that each human 
embryo was bisexual and developed along a female-male spectrum with, obviously, the 
possibility for developmental Factors to push the embryo one way or another with 
variations and gradations of possibility between the absolute poles (which remained, in 
themselves, unobtainable as each embryo was bisexual). Sexuality for Hirschfeld is, thus, 
definitely material and biological, a matter of congenital human development and not 


“unnatural”, a consequence of our common bisexual beginnings. 


Albert Moll, on the other hand, was a conservative who detested both Hirschfeld and 
Freud (his main theoretical rivals in the Field) and consistently questioned their 
credentials. His own theories centred around ideas of “an organic drive seeking the 
discharge of bodily Fluids and genital tensions” (as Schaffner puts this in Modernism and 
Perversion) and “a psychological drive that urges humans to pursue physical and 
emotional contact”. In addition, Moll distinguished two major pathological groups, those 


“who pursue a wrong object of desire” (included here were homosexuals, paedophiles, 
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gerontophiles, zoophiles and necrophiliacs) and those who “fixate on an abnormal mode 
of achieving sexual satisfaction” (this comprised of sadists, masochists, fetishists and 
exhibitionists). Moll considered that “Sexual perversion will develop best when normal 
heterosexuality is not developed strongly enough” and thought of sexual perversions as 
predominantly psychological and so as something which, in his words, require “the 


proper direction of the imaginary life”. 


In distinction to Hirschfeld and Moll, Bloch took a more anthropological tack. He began 
as a dermatologist and became an expert in venereal diseases but soon after became a 
populariser of the term Sexualwissenschaft (literally “sexual science” but translated into 
English as “sexology”). He wished to relate study of sex to culture, both his own and 
others, and, in doing so, contrasted himself with those (Krafft-Ebing, Freud, Hirschfeld 
and Moll) who worked in medical-clinical ways. Bloch, however, took the view that sexual 
perversions had always existed and were ubiquitous in all races, cultures and times. He 
consequently resists the view, popularised by Krafft-Ebing, that it was singularly “the 
modern age” which was creating the perversions. The principle reason for perversion 
Bloch imagines to be the desire for sexual variation (Something which we must imagine 
implicates the human sexual imagination as well, of course), something he thinks also 
ubiquitous to all human sexual drives at all times and places. This drive, moreover, Bloch 
thinks easily led and so curiosity will always lead to novelty. We can see this thesis 
expounded perfectly in the later chapters of his posthumous work Anthropological 
Studies in the Strange Sexual Practices of All Races in All Ages and so it will be pertinent 
For us to look at what he has to say about this here starting with chapter thirteen of this 


text: “Universal Human Desire for Variation in Sexual Relations”. 
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This desire For variation Bloch calls “an extraordinarily important etiological Factor in the 
genesis of sexual anomalies.” He adds that it is “universal” and that, “without any 
pathological cause”, it can grow to become what he labels a “sexual titillation hunger”. In 
this, Bloch gives evidence that he is relying on the work of others and agreeing with 
them so these ideas are not necessarily his own novelties. Its worth emphasising, in fact, 
that Bloch thinks this “normal” and neither a pathological development nor 
phenomenon in itself. Bloch can even go so far as to say that “even sex perversions, For 
the most part, are not pathological manifestations but are the expressions of the desire 
for increased titillation and variation.” He Further quotes Moll with Favour when the 
latter writes that, whereas sex for animals is merely For procreation, the human being 
“consummates the sex act for the pleasure connected with it”. Bloch deduces from the 
Fact that not merely civilised but also “savage peoples” (his term) engage in sex for 
pleasure — seeking to avoid pregnancies as they do — that the desire For variation is not 
merely a phenomenon of the cultured as opposed to the imagined uncultured. Thus, “all 
sexual aberrations” can be regarded as a result of the drive to sexual variation and 
where this involves “profligates, Don Juans, onanists, or individuals satiated in any other 
way,” this may result in the “titillation hunger” noted previously - which seems best 
described as a more severe craving for sexual satisfaction. This, in Fact, he thinks “the 


basis For much perverse sexual behaviour” and “novel nuances in sexual gratification”. 


Bloch, who outs himself as a morally judgmental person in and through his work as we 
shall see, also links these phenomena with the “free love” then popular in the Western 
world. (This was sex not involving, or outside, marriage and can be seen as a movement 
to uncouple legitimate sex from an association with marriage.) Bloch quotes with Favour 


the idea that those engaged in free love become less interested in the identity of a 
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particular partner and more interested in simple sexual excitation. (This would be 
contested by the example of the free love advocate, Emma Goldman, who believed 
absolutely in free love for both men and women but who could not herself engage in 
sexual activity with any except those she felt a strong personal affection For.) Bloch adds 
that, when it comes to polygamy, this is even more obvious. Polygamy, in fact, Bloch 
imagines a “chief cause” of pederasty (male sex with youths) then referring to 
“intermediates” (Hirschfeld’s term, primarily, but not only, for homosexual men) in this 
regard. In Bloch’s comments here there seems more than a whiff of the notion that 
those who are sexual adventurers or are particularly attracted to the idea of having a lot 
of sex inevitably become perverts or get involved in what he terms “sexual aberrations”. 
Or, as he himself puts this, “The sex function becomes the central point of existence, as 
we find in the autobiographies of perverse individuals which are reproduced by von 
Krafft-Ebing and Moll.” Such people, thinks Bloch, are “obsessed by the sex impulse” and 
this obsession drives novelty, innovation and variation, eventually to extreme lengths. 
This is imagined by Bloch as a “deterioration” and a matter of “the inevitable progress of 
obsessive titillation hunger”. Bloch can often advert to fictional as well as medical 
literature here, seeing in fiction a marker For the sexual proclivities and interests of the 
time and place in which it is written. Paradigmatically, of course, Bloch does this with the 


works of the Marquis de Sade but | will come to this later in more detail. 


Bloch then can imagine a descent into depravity caused by the developed sexual 
titillation hunger and the way he describes this as going From heterosexual to 
homosexual to pederastic sex (Bloch, like many sexologists of the day, was far more 
interested in male sex than female sex. Thus, we should not imagine he is necessarily 


talking about women unless he mentions them explicitly) Fairly gives us his moral 
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judgment regarding these phenomena. Healthy sex for Bloch is heterosexual and 


anything else is aberrant in varying degrees. However: 


“Such cases are not, as von Krafft-Ebing and Moll are inclined to suppose, of an entirely 
pathologic nature, but are of quite common occurrence among pleasure-seekers. They go 
from one kind of gratification to another, are now hetero- now homosexual, sadists and 


masochists. They try everything, finally, however, preferring some one kind of perversion.” 


Bloch can also differentiate in “the urge to abnormal sex pleasure” regionally, 
accounting “southerners (French, Italian, Spanish)” more strongly attracted to such 


things than “the inhabitants of northern Europe”. 


Bloch can add to this that “direct seduction is tremendously important in the etiology of 
sexual aberrations” and this is all part of his view that the sexual imagination of human 
beings is highly suggestive and prone to leading people astray. This leads him to 
particularly mention children in this respect (Bloch evinces a worry throughout that 
people are cultivating the minds of the young to “vice”) amid concerns that domestic 
servants (or really anyone with a need to interact with children regularly) are leading the 
young ones down the path of sexual desire. Bloch does not have much of a positive view 
of the notion that people can abstain from sexual activity or that they have any will 
power in this regard. In general, he sees them all as those easily led and quickly inflamed 
by sexual desire. It is no surprise then that Bloch apparently sees child seduction 
everywhere, activity which leads the children involved into aberrant sexual practices and 
desires for the rest of their lives. Early or unorthodox introduction to sex Bloch sees 


habitually as a bad thing in that it will tend to give those concerned sexual desires and 
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appetites not restricted to heterosexual marriage. His Following quotation of examples 


From the English sexologist Havelock Ellis in this respect is typical of his thinking: 


“Very significant is the share seduction has in the vita sexualis of well persons. Havelock 
Ellis has briefly surveyed the anamneses of several such cases. Number 1 was enlightened 
by the servant girl about his sexual functions and seduced to coitus, after which his 
imagination occupied itself with sex, animal as well as human. Number 2 was sexually 
excited, at the age of six or seven, by touching the nurse girl sleeping in the same bed, and 
later by the sight of servant girls with their garments tucked up. Number 3 was seduced to 
coitus at the age of thirteen by the twenty-six year old sister of a school chum; later the 
accidental sight of a servant girl partly exposed furnished constant matter for phantasies 
and lascivious dreams. At sixteen he often had intercourse with three women in one night. 
He had erotic dreams and perverse phantasies of feminine corpses and later practised coitus 
in os feminae. This man, oddly, was a teetotaler. Number 4 as a ten-year-old boy learned 
from a school chum that the latter's sister undressed him and played reversed roles with 
him, whereupon Number 4 engaged in this exchange. Later he was seduced by another 
school chum to masturbation in which a servant girl was also involved. As a married man he 
later came in contact with the second school chum again and renewed the mutual onanism, 


which gave him more gratification than intercourse with his wife. 


We see from these cases that for most men the first sexual excitation comes through 


seduction, and that precisely this initiation determines and directs the character and 


activity of the sex impulse later.” 
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Besides the apparent dangers of learning about sex as a child from a teacher, one of the 
servants or even one of your Fellows, Bloch further mentions prostitution as a perverter 
of “young men” since, in brothels, they experience “sexual perversities which they would 
not have experienced otherwise.” Bloch says they “are seduced” to these directly by the 
prostitutes who try to outdo each other in novelty and variation for business purposes. 
These include “homosexual acts”, “flagellation” and “Sadism”. However, and its a big 
however, “In general... all places in which great numbers of people are crowded 
together Furnish conditions conducive to the genesis of transgressions and aberrations 
of a hetero- and homosexual character.” In this regard, Bloch mentions poor families 
cramped up in small accommodations or even single rooms or those who must needs 
take lodgers but this can, in his interpretation, equally be contrasted with aristocrats 
who engage in court life as well. Homosexuality Bloch thinks a constant threat in mass 
‘male only’ environments such as barracks, the absence of women apparently turning the 
sex needy males to thoughts of satisfaction with and by men instead. Insane asylums and 
prisons have similar issues. Bloch again asserts here that tendencies to homosexuality or 
even pederasty are not necessarily psychotic but are simply vices acquired due to lived 
circumstances. Bloch in Fact seems to be strongly hinting at the idea that if you put 
people together for long enough then some of them will inevitably engage in sexual 
encounters with others. And some of these will inevitably, and increasingly, Find novel or 
varied ways to do so. And all this could then be consequential to individual sexuality 


going forwards. 


One example of this Bloch lingers on is adolescent mutual sexual self-discovery in 
boarding schools, one occasion where he can mention girls specifically as well as boys. 


Here Bloch says that: 
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“On this point abundant data, absolutely reliable and conclusive, are available. Mostly the 
boys and girls in the upper forms have already reached puberty, when the sexual impulses 
are awakened and influences on the vita sexualis are usually of lasting importance. It must 
be added that the sex impulse can indeed make itself strongly felt and yet be of 
indeterminate, undifferentiated character. This explains why, at the age of puberty, persons 
not degenerate, not congenitally tainted, who are later quite normal, show homosexual 


tendencies which are fostered by living in dormitories with comrades of the same sex.” 


Here a specifically Feminine danger is “Sapphism” and “There need be only one girl 
Familiar with the obscene practises of this love in order to initiate all her Fellow-students 
into it at once and recruit numerous adherents to the Sappho cult.” In Fact, Bloch quotes 


Moll’s surprise at this as evidence of its occurrence: 


“| myself did not think it possible that in day- and boarding-schools, military academies, and 
the like, mutual onanism occurred so extensively, that in fact in very many cases it is carried 
so far as to develop into pederasty, that is, immissio membri in anum. Mostly the older ones 
are the seducers of the younger. | think it possible that persons who under normal 
circumstances would not have developed homosexuality are made homosexual in such 


institutes. In girls' boarding schools, too, passionate friendships occur pretty frequently." 


We see here again that imagined descent from a foundational heterosexual normality 
into homosexual interaction and, eventually, to pederasty. Mutual masturbation is 
regarded as a step on this downward path, the older children inevitably inducting the 
younger ones into its pleasures. It is reported how even one enthusiastic masturbator 


can lead dozens of others astray by their advocation of it. (Masturbation, of course, was 
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Formerly the sexual sin par excellence and in this it was closely Followed by 
homosexuality, i.e. anal sex. Their linkage is, thus, something of a double whammy.) It is, 
however, more of the same kind of thinking from Bloch that, wherever there are 
sufficient numbers of people massed together, or incarcerated in enclosed or intimate 
spaces, thoughts will inevitably turn to sexual gratification by whatever means are 
available to them. This extends even to “monasteries and convents” and, of course, the 
sexual outrages in religious orders and circumstances are far too numerous to regard as 
Fabrication in this respect. Factories and mass working conditions are also adverted to in 
this regard, as well as hotels, theatres and music halls. (Homosexuality of men and 
women is here constantly mentioned as a possible threat.) Public toilets are also 
referred to as sites of aberrant sexual rendezvous and another source or inducement to 
“sexual perversity” is given as “the sight of animals performing the sex act”. As a result, 
“it is no accident that where there is more opportunity to see such performances, in the 
country, on estates, in agricultural schools, sexual relations between persons and 
animals more Frequently occur.” Here, once again, this is not a matter of a “diseased 
predisposition” but of proximity, opportunity and “intimate association”. An example 
here is one’s pet dog and Bloch suggests that, in some cases, “they are trained by 


women to carry out the most perverse practices”. 


Given the attitude Bloch has taken to all these examples, it is no surprise to find he goes 
on to write at length about various “erotic and obscene literatures”, both ancient and 
modern, From around the world. As already stated, Bloch finds the human sexual 
imagination eminently teachable and easily led. Thus, saucy literature is of course “of 
tremendous importance” in developing material sexual aberrations as he sees it. Here a 


comment Bloch makes in defining what “an obscene book” even is is instructive when 
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Bloch says that it is a book “written solely and only for the purpose of sexual excitation, 
of the baser animal sort’ (emphasis mine). Bloch is not here defining what “baser animal” 
sex is but I’m sure we could make a guess even From what we have already read. Bloch 
does add, however, that a text must be judged according to “the moral standard of its 
time” and here he accedes to the notion that “obscenity” is not at all a Fixed category but 
can change. Bloch is also careful to point out that what an adult does not find obscene a 
child may and, thus, “Children's reading cannot be too carefully watched, as a very great 
part, even of the literature which is not really obscene, but which touches sexual 
matters, affects the childish imagination as really obscene books affect adults.” In such 
commentary, Bloch betrays the notion that education of sexual morals and mores is 
really what he is about since the human mind is so easily led and prone to seduction. Its 
only defence then seems to be teaching it what is right and what is wrong in a pro-active 
way. Thus, on obscene literature’s deleterious effects, Bloch quotes one Bishop 


Porteous with Favour when he says: 


“It flies to the remotest corners of the earth, it penetrates the obscure and retired 
habitations of simplicity and innocence, it makes its way into the cottage of the peasant, 
into the hut of the shepherd, and the shop of the mechanic; it falls into the hands of all 


ages, ranks, and conditions.” 


After reading this, we must imagine that Iwan Bloch would have been no fan of the 
Internet in its ubiquitous ability to put ideas into human heads - and not least when his 
chapter after the one on literature covers “obscene paintings and statues” as well as 
“pornographic photographs and albums”. It seems that all media, For Iwan Bloch, are 


seducers in waiting For the ever suggestible and easily sexualised human mind. 
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Bloch regards all these previous Factors as “universal etiologic factors” pursuant to “the 
genesis of sexual anomalies” and so we may note here that Bloch’s First port of call in 
diagnosing sexual perversion or aberration is not “pathology” or “disease” of some 
psychological kind. This only emphasises what was said before - that Bloch prefers 
anthropological to medical narratives as explanations for imagined sexual deviation or 
abnormality. This makes him somewhat like Freud in this respect (tendencies to 
perversion are human tendencies) except that, where Freud proceeds clinically, Bloch 
simply points out that tendencies to perversion have been evidenced everywhere in all 
times and places and, furthermore, adds that the seduction to such things is constantly 


all around us. 


In chapter seventeen of this book | have so far been commenting on, however, Bloch 
turns to homosexuality specifically (discussed variously as “Greek, Socratic, Sapphic, 
Lesbian love”, “inversion” [according to this understanding of homosexuality in one 
theory as one being inverted either according to Ulrichs’ theory of “uranism” or in what 
Bloch refers to as “tribadism” in regard to women], and in Hirschfeld’s alternative 
language of “intermediates”) and begins by doubting that there really are very many 
such people anyway. He regards homosexuals themselves as exaggerating both their 
numbers and their importance, accusing them of claiming anyone and everyone they can 
For homosexuality. Here he uses derogatory language (for example, speaking of people 
as “infected with” homosexuality and of the orientation itself as a “cult”). Bloch himself 
does not in fact believe, as Hirschfeld did passionately, that homosexuality was 
congenital or innate (i.e. something physically material) but he regards it as 


“degenerate” whether it is or not. Its social importance he regards as overrated due to 


what he imagines as the small numbers of those concerned with it. (He scoffs at the 
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notion that even 2% of men are homosexual, a number actually lower than many would 
now concede in these days of more comprehensive surveys.) Bloch seems not to count as 
homosexual men who may also have had sex with women but he also seems reluctant, at 
least in this text, to open a new category for bisexuals as a result. “All in all,” he 
concludes, “the endeavours to pump up intermediatism artificially to a great social 


importance are not supported by Facts.” 


This is important because Bloch sees “intermediatism” (that is, non-heterosexual sexual 
interest) as both a threat and a danger - and that whatever its origins. For him, “it 
certainly is not a natural manifestation equal in importance to normal love”. Note the 
language there: it is not “normal”. He posits that those who imagine their homosexuality 
is congenital only do so because they can’t remember a time when they didn’t think of 
themselves this way. He points out, however, that childish Fantasies can easily take root 
and deceive the one possessing them (more accurately here: possessed by them). We 
will recall immediately that Bloch has already expressed this idea before when seeing 


children seduced in their every relationship earlier. 


Bloch makes yet another case here for adults perverted in their childhood by aberrant 
habits which become normal for them such that they then become tolerant of abnormal 
practices and ideas. “The more frequently such abnormal processes are repeated the 
more the normal, healthy activity of the sex sense is distorted under the influence of the 
acquired habit.” Bloch thus fears that children may easily be led into passive pederasty, 
the acceptance of Feminine-appearing men (Bloch at a couple of points describes what 
may now be regarded as either transvestites, cross-dressers or even trans women but his 


conceptual imagination is unable, at this point, to go beyond either normal heterosexual 
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or abnormal homosexual in terms of his options) and, eventually, emerge as “the 
developed, active pederast”. Homosexuality he here describes as the end of this 


developmental process and as “permanent perversion”. 


In Bloch’s mind, at least according to the cases he quotes, such a pathway can be 
initiated even by seeing one’s Father’s penis as a young boy. In addition, initiation into 
masturbation is never very far away as an initiator of vice in Bloch’s analysis: “The boy 
who has become addicted to the practices of onanism at this period is too often lost 
irrevocably.” Ugly men who cannot attract women, it seems, may also be especially 
prone to homosexuality and so develop alternative tastes and proclivities as a 
consequence. (In passing here it’s worth noting that Bloch seems to imagine that the 
anal cavity is NOT an erogenous zone. At least, he remarks on this idea as an abnormal 
one and offers medical explanations about nerve endings that lead to the genital area 
and to the anus.) There is even the case of a seven year old boy mentioned who learnt of 
anal pleasures by inserting things into his rear all by himself and became a passive 
pederast in later life, “Feminising himself” in the process in that he took to wearing 
women’s clothes and using a female name, never once showing any sexual proclivity 
towards women. As a result, Bloch seems to regard any kind of anal play as a pathway to 
sexual perversion and aberration - and even where the anal stimulation serves another 
purpose such as in the corporal punishment of children by smacking their bottoms. Bloch 
consequently urges that such punishments not be given as the risk of stimulating 
abnormal sexual Feelings as a result in those so punished is too great a possibility. (Its 
not the first time we’ve come across this opinion in sexological literature either.) As a 


warning, Bloch offers the Following schoolboy example: 
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“That passion (pederasty) first appeared in him when he was twelve years old, and quite 
suddenly. He was violently punished in school for a silly prank and shortly afterward 
experienced such peculiar sensations in his genital organs as he had never known before, 
simultaneously with an erection which lasted over half an hour. Since then the gluteal 
region had had an irresistible attraction for him. He practised active and passive pederasty 
with other boys, became completely homosexual and had a strong aversion to the other 


nu 


Sex. 


Bloch in fact sees in “the effemination of men” a further vice and abnormality. He 
regards this as entirely “artificial” and refers to a poem by Karl Heinrich Ulrichs in this 
regard which lauds “Women-men” (we will of course recall the earlier commentary on 
this as awoman’s soul in a man’s body). Bloch doubts, however, that this has always been 
a permanent orientation (a difference he seems to think matters) and suggests that 
many such people were once “thoroughly heterosexual” - as if their present situation is 
either inauthentic or an affectation or disbarred by being a change in circumstances. In 
this connection, he refers to “psycho-sexual hermaphroditism”, something else he does 
not think is congenital. He imagines it once again something to do with the search For 
variation and “titillation hunger” he had earlier described. (This suggests that possibly all 
cases of the male-bodied engaging in cross gender appearance or activities whilst still 
being attracted to other male-bodied people are really just sexual fetishes, a common 
accusation of modern "gender critics”.) Bloch proclaims the real “woman-man” as 
“mostly a product of training” and, in this, gives examples of men who habitually do 
women’s work or tasks and so, gradually, Feminise themselves. Note, again, that there’s 
no mention of pathology here. For Bloch its more a matter of habit or circumstance than 


that. Bloch apparently believes that doing female things can make you want to become a 
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woman but, since you are in Fact male-bodied, it makes you pretend at being a woman 
For the sexual satisfaction of men instead. He adds that Female impersonators on the 
stage are often homosexual as support of this thesis. Titillation hunger itself may also 
play a role here in others for whom women have become sexually boring to them. Thus, 


they go onto men to feed their desire instead. 


Bloch Further makes the case that homosexuality is immoral in that the Greeks, whom he 
seems to imagine paradigmatically moral, learnt pederasty “after contact with 
demoralised nations”. Here a problem with homosexuals, according to Bloch, is that they 
are extremely salacious and he notes that “In all their autobiographies the inordinately 
powerful sexual urge of the urnlngs and tribades is conspicuous.” Here we glimpse that 
an imagined problem for Bloch might be surfeit of sexual interest, perhaps even 
uncontrolled sexuality. (Bloch gives off the aura of heterosexual sex as that controlled 
within normal societal bounds. The homosexual kind he finds aberrant is that which 
threatens to disturb them out of such “normality”. OF course, in this he is absolutely 
correct!) This idea finds further support when Bloch typifies homosexual men as 


promoters of pederasty and seducers out to lead other men astray. He adds that: 


“In seduction lies almost the entire and only danger of this excess. Almost every homosexual 
leads astray some persons previously indifferent, who thus are deprived, for the future, of a 
certain courage to seek woman. Anxiety inhibits erection, and the victim, tortured with self- 


reproach and unnerved by vice, shuns the natural gratification of the sex impulse forever.” 


We may take from this description, | think, the idea that, for Bloch, homosexuals are not 


merely perverts themselves, but active perverters of others too. (OF course, “think of the 
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children!” is immediately on the heels of this assertion.) Indeed, Bloch’s Following 


assertion leaves us in no doubt: 


“The fact is that intermediates thrust themselves on heterosexual men in all possible ways, 
sometimes trying to seduce them by passing themselves off as women. This intermediate is 
compelled to appear as a woman in order to satisfy his sexual desires. As is true of so many 
others, he has not the slightest desire for other urnings. He is attracted by sexually normal 
men with heavy growth of beard; he attempts, by feminine garb, rubber breasts, feminine 
deportment, to make them think that he is a woman. Very frequently men are thus deceived 


and let themselves be seduced into sexual intercourse.” 


Bloch, then, seems in no doubt that gay, Feminised men seek to pervert straight, non- 
Feminised men and engage in deception to achieve the consummation of their active 
sexual desires. Women as well as men, however, are prey to such desires and Bloch 
imagines “Sapphism” as a learnt behaviour and both male and female homosexuality as 
consequent on factors which drive people into the arms of those of their own sex. 
(Frequently Bloch avers to repugnance with those of the opposite sex as a Factor here.) 
Thereafter, the desire to be sated finds or forges a way. Bloch much prefers such types 
of explanation of homosexual and lesbian behaviour than any notion of an in-built or 
natural same-sex sexual orientation. Nevertheless, he still regards any homosexuality as 
dangerous to heterosexual innocence and here he can even impugn “the modern 
Feminist movement which makes woman rely on herself alone”. The idea “that woman 
might not need man” or that a “third sex” might seek to make its own way in its own 
“solidarity” he finds not just sexually but politically threatening. Here Bloch imagines 


young girls acquiring “incurable sexual perversities” whilst under their influence. Bloch 
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Fears most seriously the idea that “Man (here it can only be an appropriately and 


culturally foundational heterosexual man) must be got around.” 


All this talk comes out in a very authoritarian place, however. Bloch, saying openly that 
homosexuality, whether of men or women and in all its associated phenomena, is not, in 
his view, an innate characteristic, he pronounces these same phenomena “degenerate” 
and says that something must be done. What must definitely not be done, however (and 
contra Hirschfeld’s urgings) is to repeal paragraph 175 of the German Penal Code which 
completely outlawed homosexuality. Bloch regarded the very idea of this as opening the 
Floodgates to the destruction of society. Yet he also thought that homosexuals should 
be punished since he regarded this threat as a deterrent (here we glimpse the idea Bloch 
thinks homosexuals — and all the other kinds of people hidden by use of this catch all 


term — have a choice about their sexuality or its manifestation). And so he writes: 


“Complete repeal of the well known Paragraph 175 of the Penal Code would be equivalent 
to an official sanction of homosexuality, which thus would have the status of equality with 
normal intercourse between men and women. This would contribute tremendously to the 
ruin of youth, the increase of sterility and of the male prostitution which at present exists 
only on a relatively small scale. The inevitable result would be progressive moral and 
physical deterioration of the human race. The state must vigorously suppress homosexuality 
in man and woman if this is not to threaten the foundation of society, the normal sexual 


relations between man and woman.” 


Along with this go the notions of “therapy” and “cure” as if habits, once taken on and not 


congenital, are repealable. Bloch, in Fact, tends to see all sexual aberration, so-called, as 
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simply bad habits people have been led into. Denying innate or inherent sexualities 
outside of the heterosexual (with gender presentation always appropriate to it in 
traditional ways), the singular normality, he thinks all others abnormal deviations 
learned or acquired. The logic of this position is that they are then treatable habits or 
conditions. This attitude thus opens the door to action which can remove the undesired 
behaviour or proclivities. This may be imagined (although not necessarily received) as 
benevolent medical intervention but it can also be administered as a punishment or as 
the necessary societal consequences of an unapproved behaviour. In this regard, Bloch 
adds of such punitive activity that “if we view it as a necessary evil for the repression of 
evil impulses on one hand, for the protection of society on the other, we shall have 
firmness without cruelty and find the means of punishment which promise the relatively 


best results.” He then ends his book with the Following words: 


“Even if, then, the homosexuals, without exception, were degenerate, they must still be 
made harmless, for the common welfare. This necessity is all the more imperative if, as we 
have hypothesized, homosexuality in the majority of cases is acquired through external 
influences, if it originates only in the universal human desire for variation in sex relations, 


and above all if it is preventable and curable. 


If one homosexual can spread the infection and start many new cases, he must be 
segregated as a preventive measure. Certainly prison is— to put it mildly! —no cure to 
homosexuality. Rather, compulsory internment in special sanitariums would be indicated, 
where all therapeutic methods for the real extirpation of the wretched impulse could be 
applied. The only norm of judgment and of practical procedure in checking the spread of 


homosexuality must be the best interests of society. These would be served by a 
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modification of Paragraph 175 along the lines traced or similar ones. Complete repeal 


would produce the most disastrous results.” 


Thought relevant to such judgments, however, is also Found in a Further book written by 
Bloch, his 1907 treatise The Sexual Life of Our Time in Its Relation to Modern Civilisation. 
In particular here a twenty Fourth chapter discusses “Offences Against Morality From The 
Forensic Standpoint”. This begins with Bloch arguing that “It is the evident duty of the 
State to protect society from certain manifestations of the sexual impulse, occurring 
publicly in the form of ‘offences against morality,’ and whenever these manifestations 
interfere with the persons and the rights of citizens.” However, he argues against the 
overuse of this imagined (and it is wholly imagined) duty, not least for reasons we saw 
deployed in his above mentioned anthropological text. Here, for example, he argues 


“the sexual impulse” is Far from the dominant Force in society and that: 


“Frequently, indeed, sexual perversions and unnatural modes of gratification of the sexual 
impulse are in the first place a consequence of economic and social abnormalities, and are 
intimately connected with the so-called social problem... And so... as (long as) these 
destructive tendencies are wanting, the State has no right to take measures against sexual 
perversions, or at most can justly do so only by dealing with their social causes. In view of 
the extensive diffusion of sexual anomalies among persons who in other respects are 
perfectly healthy, we must ask ourselves whether the importance of these anomalies, in 
respect of the offences against morality to which in certain circumstances they may give 


rise, has not been overestimated.” 
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This view is based foursquare on Bloch’s already multiply stated belief that, “sexual 
perversities in the majority of cases are not indications of ‘degeneration,’ as has been 
assumed both by psychiatrists and neurologists” - which puts Bloch on the side of the 
nurturers in the stereotypical “nature/nurture” debate as | have already suggested. He 
goes on to then make the excellent point that, essentially, doctors only look for and care 
about “the diseased” as the police, courts and prisons only care about the criminal. OF 
course, each finds both to justify its own existence. Bloch’s own insight here is that this 
Focus then blinds such authorities to those who are healthy who may also display similar 


behaviours. He adds that: 


“Among the healthy, homosexuality, sadism, masochism, fetichism, etc., may make their 
appearance in more or less severe forms; just as other ‘vicious habits’ may occur in the 
healthy, just as passionate tobacco-smoking, or intoxication with any sport, may become an 


ineradicable habit, or at least a habit extremely difficult to eradicate.” 


His point here is to argue that far from all, or even most, of those who display habitual 
sexual behaviour contrary to what society (or its arbiters) regards as “sexual normality” 
are pathological or congenitally degenerate. (Here we might note that Bloch’s work took 
place against a background of eugenic thought that had begun in the 1880s with Sir 
Francis Galton in the UK and soon became popular in both Europe and the USA. “Social 
hygiene”, as it was often called, was very much a current in scientific and medical 
thinking of the time.) Bloch imagined that many were in fact otherwise healthy 
individuals rather than completely degenerate lost causes and that “sexual perversions 
in themselves have neither a moral nor a Forensic importance, and must be regarded as 


more or less biological variations of the normal impulse.” He was yet again clear, 
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however, that societal authority had every right to intervene in regard to such 


“perversions” regardless of their source or cause: 


“the State has unquestionably the right of intervention and the right of prevention. In every 
case in which we have to do with the production of a public nuisance, with the bodily or 
mental injury of other human beings, with the employment of force, with the misuse of the 
lessened or absent responsibility of children, of unconscious persons, of those asleep, and of 
those mentally disordered, society must intervene in its own interest, and must take 


suitable measures to protect itself against such offences.” 


Note there the imagined “right of prevention” and what that might involve. Bloch 
expressly suggested that people caught in “perversion” or “abnormal activities” should 
be subject to medical examination for signs of either “degeneration” (a eugenic category 
that likely meant whole families were condemned on the basis of heredity) or 
“diminished responsibility” (where circumstantial conditions may mitigate against a 
person's imagined Free will to commit sexual acts, something which was the functional 


basis on which these matters were judged at the time). Bloch argued here that: 


“Every sexually perverse person must be examined for signs of severe hereditary taint, as 
well as for the so-called ‘stigmata of degeneration.’ If we can prove that in his family there 
have been several instances of severe mental disorder, of alcoholism, syphilis, diabetes, and 
other diseases leading to degeneration, the suspicion that there is a psychopathic 


foundation for the sexual offence is justified.” 
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We should remind ourselves here that this “sexual offence” may just have been a sexual 
desire For people of the same sex, a desire to produce sexual pleasure via the anus, a 
wish to dress as the opposite sex or masturbating with others. All are described 
somewhere by Bloch as perversions and so as social problems which may be polluting of 
sexuality in a social (and so political) sense. This is, of course, not to suggest that there 
are no such things as sexual desires, proclivities or activities which can be damaging, 
either to those possessing them or to others that they victimise because of them. 
However, we can see in our rear view mirror that Bloch’s own net was cast Fairly wide. In 
addition, he notes, correctly, that many things which might indicate “degeneration” can 
actually be social effects of other things — such as poverty, sickness or addiction to drink 
or drugs. Thus, he can recommend treatment rather than punishment in such cases (even 
if he calls said treatment, in the vocabulary of the eugenicist, “purposive social 
hygiene”). An anomaly here is that Bloch seems to see something significant in lurid 
tattoos and pronounces those who have them as effectively announcing their own 


sexual guilt. A tattoo, thinks Bloch, can “give evidence of... capacity to commit a crime.” 


When it comes to “diminished responsibility” Bloch admits that “the sexual impulse” may 
cloud the mind and judgment: “I consider it indisputable that sexual emotions, especially 
when they arise suddenly, diminish responsibility, and limit, to some extent at least, the 
freedom of voluntary determination.” Puberty, menstruation and pregnancy are all 
conditions which warrant mention here too for Bloch. Yet he also wants to argue here 
that, in a nutshell, children cannot be trusted and in those charged with outraging 
children’s sexual normality caution should be taken since, as he argues, “in many such 
cases” it is the child who incites First rather than the adult. He also wants to distinguish 


between “nobler and grosser” versions of the same. Bloch continues this argument by 
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denying that children are reliable witnesses and adverting to a quote from Hirschfeld 
that “the natural age of consent” for a child “is equivalent to that at which a child is 
competent to make a decision”. Bloch thus seems to suggest that children should not be 


judged as worthy witnesses until this age either and he places this age itself at 16. 


Overall, however, Bloch urges caution and not heavy-handed judgment in the treatment 
of those adjudged sexual perverts (not that those so accused may see much difference 
between being sent to a treatment centre, re-education camp, sanatorium or prison 
Facility). He asks for “gentleness” and a “judge not, lest ye be judged” attitude, pointing 
out that, in the case of sexual offences, one may in fact be condemning someone for 
something one does oneself too. Sexuality is, often and primarily, an offence against 
morality that has been codified into law and who of us is never “immoral”? Bloch, thus, 
looks forward to a time when sexuality is watched over by caring medics not judgmental 
courts and thinks that “we must entrust the physician with the duty of protecting society 


against such offenders.” 


A final reason | chose to Focus on Iwan Bloch here is that he produced two studies on the 
life and works of the Marquis de Sade, someone | discussed in a previous chapter on the 
sexual imagination, something we now know Bloch was himself greatly interested in, 
seeing it as being easily inflamed and highly educable. (Bloch’s second study of Sade was 
really an updated and expanded version of the first.) Bloch, who also discovered the lost 
manuscript of Sade’s 720 Days of Sodom, publishing it and writing about it as a 
consequence, finds definitive worth in Sade’s work as a consequence of his own views 
and so it will be interesting For us to briefly look here at how a leading sexologist of his 


day views Sade’s work and the sexual imagination involved in it before moving on. 
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One major thing of note Bloch does here is Fully cite Sade in all his philosophical, 
historical, literary, political and moral contexts. Eighteenth century France was a violent 
and immoral context in itself, Full of death, sexual excess and a Fight of reason over and 
against religion, and the more Bloch fills in the details of this, the more we come to see 
that Sade no longer stands out so much as he might have before if judged against a 
more blank or neutral background. Bloch’s work here, in fact, makes Sade eminently 
more understandable as a human being than if no such background were evident. Sade 
no longer seems like either a crazily detached madman or an infernal devil completely at 
odds with his time and place. In Fact, the argument might easily be made that, at least in 
some respect, he is now much more a mirror for it. Much of Bloch’s first book on Sade, in 
Fact, this being Marquis de Sade: His Life and Works, is taken up with simple description of 
these backgrounds, details of Sade’s own life in overview and a description of his then 
three major works (since this book was written in 1899 before 120 Days of Sodom had 


been rediscovered by him in 1904). 


OF the Few commentary remarks Bloch does make in this book, however, we can notice 
the same mind that has been evident in the broader sexological work. Bloch makes a 
point, for example, of pointing out that what is perhaps most disturbing about Sade’s 
works is not the many descriptions of often Foul and abhorrent sexual libertinage (which 
goes up to, and includes, murder) but that the behaviour, specifically and as a whole, is 
justified as a philosophy of life. But, as Bloch then comments, “the Marquis de Sade was 
great enough to transcend this; For he always interrupted the action or broke up an orgy 
with long philosophic discussions and dialogues, often more horrible in their effects 
than the actions he preached.” He can say this even though he then immediately adds 


that: 
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“The works of Marquis de Sade are extremely important and instructive for the history and 
culture of the human race. Yet they are still repugnant and repulsive and repellent to any 
person save the most degenerate libertine; and at that | believe it would be difficult to find 
such an absolutely corrupt person that he would not shudder at some episode or person in 


Justine or Juliette. The effect of the original to a casual reader is one of immediate horror.” 


Bloch thus names Sade “the first and only philosopher of vice” but sees his importance 
as far greater than this for Sade, in his opinion, “analysed carefully everything in life that 
is related to sexual instincts which... influences in some manner or other almost all 
human affairs.” It is, thus, Sade’s ability to argue and to present the deeds, horrific in 
isolation, as the outworking of a philosophy that is the most dangerous thing about him. 


OF this he writes, referencing Sade’s Final novel, Juliette, that: 


“The gross physical debaucheries and atrocious cruelties are covered with a resplendent 
mental veil because of the systematic exposition of the philosophic principles in all fields of 
vice. Its justification by logical method as well as by precepts and examples only makes vice 
more horrible in effect, both for degenerate and normal beings. Delbéne, for example, 
recognized sensations must not only be experienced but also exhaustively analysed. It is at 
times just as sweet to speak of them as to enjoy them. And when one can no longer enjoy 
them it is divine to speak of them’ (Juliette |). Jerome said that the orgies in Sicily were 
interrupted only by philosophic discussions and that new cruelties were not attempted until 


they had been thoroughly ‘legitimized’ (Juliette III).” 


We saw this same phenomenon earlier in my commentary on Philosophy in the Boudoir, in 


Fact, where Eugénie and others engage in multiple sex scenes but these are broken up 
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by long dialogues which act to set the philosophical context For the behaviour and its 
place in a world and philosophy of human relations more generally. Bloch says here in his 
analysis that “all the observations of de Sade were derived... from his materialism.” This 
then relates to the atheism and deification of nature which Sade expounded, things 
which completely wiped moralism off the board and placed a naturalistic egoism at the 
heart of life and nature themselves. Human beings, in Sade’s world, were not moral 
agents required to live their lives according to divine commandments but self- 
determining agents whose task was to maximise their passion for pleasure in life. 
“Immortality”, or its consequences, played no part in this in Sade’s mind for nature is 
nothing other than a big recycling scheme and we will be recycled by it as much as 
anything else. We must then use our own reason to maximise our pleasure For there are 
no higher powers either to beseech or to appease. This is then, in fact, where the need 


for a suitable philosophy of life, and its pedagogy, comes in. Thus, Bloch comments: 


“To realize the triumph of vice in human society there must be a suitable pedagogy at hand. 
Marquis de Sade rightly recognized that the corruption of the youth meant the general 
downfall of morality. So from the pattern of Mirabeau’s ‘Education of Laura’ he wrote the 
Philosophy in the Boudoir as a manual for the education in vice; he developed in it the 
theoretical principles and practical applications for the seduction and demoralization of a 
young girl. The education bans all nonsensical religious theories which tire out the ‘young 
organs’ of the children and substitutes in its place instruction in the ‘social principles.’ They 
are also to be instructed in the difficult science of nature. If any one tries to smuggle in 
some childish religious fancies, he is to be treated as a criminal (Philosophy in the Boudoir 
Il). Marquis de Sade correctly saw that custom and habit were everything in education. 


Hence vice should be made an integral part of the customs and habits of the young people. 
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‘So be evil as often as possible! Then vice will gradually assume tremendous pleasurable 
proportions which cannot be dispensed with. Vice must become a virtue! And virtue a vice! 
Then there will be a new universe before your eyes, a consuming, passionate fire will heat 
your veins; it will become the ‘electrical activity’ that is the principle of life. Every day you 
will enfold new ruthless plans and see in all parts and in all ways the victims of your 
perverse feelings. Thus you will reach the rose-covered path that leads to the final goal, the 
last excesses of unnaturalness. You must never stop, hesitate and rest upon this path for 
then the highest pleasure will be forever lost to you. Above all, look out for that hydra, 


religion, whose dangerous whisperings will try to turn you from the good path.” 


In this description we see, in Fact, how it matches up perfectly with Bloch’s own earlier 
suggestions (which were actually later as they came in books written after this one on 
Sade) in regard to youth led astray by being introduced to sexual practices and ideas 
which then go on to dominate the rest of their lives, orientating people consequentially 
in their sexual proclivities. It is important to note here, as Bloch does, that in such texts 
as those Sade produces “vice is systematically introduced into all the social relations” 
which, of course, includes a very negative appraisal of love, family and marriage and the 
absolute impossibility of “crime”. (Note how these are all Fundamentally relational, 
political things.) The argument is thus made that Sade’s Fixation with visceral sexuality is 
political in effect if not also in purpose (and, lest we forget, he wrote exactly in the most 
political of French times). In this respect, Sade’s propaganda for a life of vicious and 


egoistic vice is a political philosophy as much as a sexual plan of action. 


Here Bloch Fundamentally takes the view, as he did in his wider sexology of most sexual 


offenders (as society saw them), that Sade was far from a madman. He in fact regards 
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Krafft-Ebing as indebted to Sade, who catalogues perversion and taboo sexual practices 
every bit as much Krafft-Ebing does, even if out of novelistic rather than Forensic and 
documentary concern. Bloch regards this, in fact, as a matter of real observation on 
Sade’s part and he seems convinced Sade speaks of things he has seen and heard 
himself. Sade, in Fact, offers real sexual insights For Bloch, not least in his dedication to 
satisfying all the human senses in their abilities to be sexually stimulated. Bloch pays 
close attention to the detail of this in Sade’s novels and how various characters discourse 
on the need to pleasure the ear, the eye, the nose, the mouth and the sense of touch as 


well. 


Sade, in Fact, can give numerous characters discourses on this or that practice, explaining 
its importance in detail as part of a philosophy of vice with political consequences. “Let 
us bring some order in our pleasures. We shall enjoy them better if we arrange them 
better" says a character early on in Juliette and Bloch fairly judges this as Sade’s infernal 
philosophy too. It is, thus, not merely crazy talk or mad ranting. Its far more serious, and 
so dangerous, than that — much as Bloch thought of sexually illegitimate conduct in his 
own time and place. In that it was presented as another way to act with others and to 
relate, it was not just sexually but also politically dangerous. Sade was thus constructing 
a sexually and politically dangerous environment in his life and work and we know from 
what has been said already how potentially dangerous Bloch thought that could be. The 
danger, in short, for Bloch was that, “The Fantasy gradually becomes receptive to ideas 
that originally arouse the greatest disgust in the mind and imagination” and, for Sade, 
the imagination is that thing which is specifically to be inflamed by both philosophical 
thought and sexual participation. Bloch, in fact, notes how in Sade’s works the vast 


majority of people are led into vice exactly by being taught (or teaching themselves) 
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about it. Horror can then give way to acceptance, understanding and finally even 


enthusiasm if one is not careful. 


OF course, Sade, after his death, came to give his name to a type of sexual behaviour or 
interest but Bloch does not wish to uncritically accept this. He wishes to examine and 


define it For himself. Consequently, he says: 


“A definition of sadism that will include all forms of passive and active algolagnia, 
zoophilia, necrophilia, symbolic algolagnia, etc., is essential. It should be remembered that 
since actual and ideal destructive processes in nature appear as causes of sexual excitation 
and satisfaction, such as eruptions, storms, fires, murders, etc., sadism must be defined in 


the following way. 


Sadism is the purposively sought or accidentally presented connection of sexual excitation 
and pleasure with the actual or also only symbolic (ideal or illusory) occurrences of strange 
and terrifying events, destructive processes and actions, which threaten or destroy life, 
health and property of men or other living beings whereby the person receiving sexual 


pleasure from such events may be the originator or spectator, voluntary or involuntary. 


We believe that this definition covers all cases of sadism, including word-sadism, torture, 


forms of rape, etc.” 


The greatest question of all for Bloch, however, is that question of Sade’s sanity or 
insanity and here he remains “from a cultural and medical standpoint... Fully convinced 


that the greatest number of sexual perverts are perfectly healthy mentally and that 
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their perversions are due to seduction and to sexual super-excitation.” Bloch, of course, 
does regard Sade as completely a pervert yet he describes his judgment in rather vague 
terms when he says that “Rather than moral insanity (folie morale) we believe that de 
Sade was inflicted with a form of perversion that may be inadequately described as 
‘impulsive madness,’ proceeding From the social organism; an impulsive origin of action 
without a clear, definite goal.” Here Bloch seems conflicted in regard to Sade, however, 
who, elsewhere in his reasoning, he dubs a “Professor of Crime” and a man who is 
inscribing the political revolutions that raged around him in France into a philosophy of 
sexual vice written on bodies, a sort of Hannibal Lecter Figure who can theorise about, 
and with, his horrors even as he commits them. But then, in something which is a very 
Iwan Bloch thing to say, “the power of imagination of perverts reaches almost 
unimaginable dimensions.” That, indeed, is their danger and their threat from his point 


of view. 


(e) Sally Hines 


Sally Hines is, these days, a British professor of sociology (and Director of Department) 
at the University of Sheffield, England, with a history of academic work writing about 
gender and sexuality. She is, to be quite clear, both trans and sex positive in her 
approach and is one of the UK’s leading academic voices in these areas, with a strong 
publication profile in the areas of transgender studies, gender and sexuality theory, 
gender and sexual citizenship, sociologies of the body, sociologies of intimacy and 
intersectionality, and theories of recognition and difference. In her current work she is 
developing her thought on gender and a politics of difference. In the past, Hines has 


done consultancy work on issues around the UK Gender Recognition Act, a current 
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political hot topic. She has also acted as a legal expert in relation to trans reproductive 
rights and parental recognition and has engaged in frequent media work around the 
relationship between transgenderism and feminism, being strongly of the opinion that a 


true feminism is, and must be, trans positive. 


The work of hers | actually want to focus on here, however, is nothing incredibly 
academic or politically edgy. It is her twenty first century gender explainer /s Gender 
Fluid? (no bated breath here waiting for a verdict: the answer is clearly “Yes”) which sets 
out, in words and images, to enunciate a theory of gender Fluidity pursuant to our 
current cultural position (here | mean specifically in the West although Hines is 
extremely wise to the need for intersectional context to, and content in, her theories 
and brings in wider examples from other cultures wherever she can). | do this because it 
is a perfect example of a modern, academic and informed argument for a position of 
gender Fluidity which can present a coherent biological, social and political path to this 


cultural position From one with decades of knowledge in the field. 


In her introduction to /s Gender Fluid?, then, Hines writes that “The idea of gender Fluidity 
suggests that gender is not Fixed by biology, but shifts according to social, cultural and 
individual preference.” This, quite clearly, is leaps and bounds forwards from where we 
were previously with Krafft-Ebing, Freud, Ulrichs, Bloch, Moll, Hirschfeld and the like. 
Here even the notion of “a way things are” is que(e)ried by the very idea of “Fluidity” 
which posits oscillation rather that stasis, mutability rather than ossification. In addition, 
there are lots of pictures of actual (and sometimes Fictional) people in this book which 


reminds the reader that this subject is not merely an effete and academic one but one 
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about the political consequences of real lives. Gender, for Hines, is a physical matter — 


but not simply. She in fact explains it as a combination of three Factors: 


“Body, or physicality, comprises the reality of each person’s body, how they experience it 
and how others interact with that person based on their body. This physical aspect of 
gender interacts with gender identity and gender expression. A person's gender identity can 
remain fixed or can fluctuate over time; can be aligned with or be in contrast to the sex they 
are assigned at birth; and can be articulated through or contradicted by their gender 
expression.” 


nu a 


All through Hines’ book various terms (such as here with “gender identity”, “gender 


nu a 


expression’, 


nu a 


genderfluid”, “genderflux” and “non-binary”) are highlighted and simple 
(but not simplistic) definitions of them are given in order to add some lucidity to a text 
which could easily become hide-bound by jargon. What this tells me as a reader is that 
matters are not “clear and obvious” or things which proceed without need for 
explanation or elucidation. (“Genderfluid”, for example, and as Hines describes it, is a 
matter of “people [who] experience their gender identity as changing over time or 
between different situations, and may not feel restricted to any one gender identity” 
whereas “genderflux” people “experience their gender identity as more or less intense 


at different times”.) Important in all this, in Fact, is that: 


“Gender is pervasive. It structures our lives in fundamental ways, impacting every thing 
from the activities we are encouraged to enjoy and the behaviours we are expected to 
display as children, to the subjects we study as young people, to the occupations we enter 


and the responsibilities we undertake as adults. Yet we are often unaware of its effects.” 
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As a consequence: 


“To alter the way we think about gender is to change one of the fundamental ways in which 
we classify ourselves, other humans, animals and, in some languages and cultures, everyday 


objects and the words we use to describe them.” 


Hines takes quite a lot of time, in what is not meant to be an overly long or complex 
book, to point out that “The ways in which gender is experienced in every day life 
emerge from different historical, social and cultural frameworks. Traits seen to be 
typically masculine or feminine have changed greatly over time; what is customary for a 
man or woman in one country may be seen as unacceptable in another.” Gender is then 
not, and has never been, a single-faceted subject, unchanging through time or from 
culture to culture. It may not even be the case that it stays the same in one single person 
throughout their life (depending on the person). So it is neither something written in the 
stars nor something inscribed in any Form of nature. It as, as Hines notes, also “entwined 
with other social categories such as race, social class, sexuality and embodiment.” 
Indeed, “Culture informs gender relations, which act as a central organizing principle of 
society, shaping the way in which key aspects of life are lived” and, since culture itself, in 
its myriad varieties, is never standing still, “Myriad ways of understanding what gender 
means reflect divergent social, cultural, political, legal, religious and economic realities 
worldwide. Gender roles are constructed in relation to a vast range of factors.” A key 
background to this Hines regards as “patriarchy” which is defined as “a social system in 


which men hold more power than women.” 
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Hines’ first chapter proper looks at gender in its relation to biological sex and 
particularly, as was the case with the assumptions of the earlier sexologists | referenced 
above, with gender simply as an expression of one’s biological sex in a 1 to 1 relation. In 
today’s context this goes together with essentialist and strictly biological thinking which 
talks of only two possible kinds of sexed body and so only two possible kinds of gender 
which map exactly to these bodies, a way of defining gender which also brings in the 
concept of sexual dimorphism. This is where you will Find all those people who argue in 
regard to imagined male and female brains or chromosomal and hormonal differences 
they regard as absolute and definitive. Hines notes, pertinently, of these sorts of people 
that their explanation not only tries to account for what is “but also For what should be” 
and, since many of these people claim science as their authority, it becomes legitimate 
to question if it is the job of those holding science as their guide to say how things 


should be. Isn't that a political rather than a scientific matter? 


In any case, Hines seems content to show that even science knows of anomalies which 
defy even the most apparently “absolute” biological rules people try to impose — From 
emus to penguins to seahorses. All this essentialism and sexual dimorphism (which is sex 
and then gender understood on a basically reproductive model) is questioned by other 
things too, however. For example, people can choose (and in some places have 
increasingly chosen) not to have children. Then there are the consequences of the 
essentialist theories to consider as well which enforce monogamy as “normal” and 
regard “promiscuity” as a problem (when it may not actually be a problem at all). The 
suspicion becomes that biological essentialism about sex and gender is a cultural 
paradigm rather than the naturalistic thing its promoters often want you to believe it is. 


As just one other example, we may refer back to the anthropological researches of Ryan 
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and Jetha in Sex At Dawn (Hines has other examples which do the same job) in which 


male and Female roles are not what essentialists might necessarily expect at all. 


This is seemingly demonstrated Further when Hines refers to the theory of Thomas 
Laqueur in his book Making Sex: Body and Gender from the Greeks to Freud which posits 
that human beings in the West were once imagined as variations on one body for 
perhaps at least two millennia until the Enlightenment gave those interested the 
impetus to move to a two body scheme which started to find, and accentuate, the 
differences between now “male” and “female” bodies. Different bodies resulted in 
creating an invisible barrier between the two such that one was now not the other as 
might have been imaginable under the previous one body conceptual scheme in which 
Female sex organs were imagined as inverted male ones. Seeing male and Female bodies 
now as different things encouraged seeing “what made a woman a woman” and “what 
made a man a man”. But here again, this was simply a contingent inquiry and not the 
unravelling or exposing of nature “in its true reality”. It was simply sexed and gendered 
wallpaper placed on top of now distinguished physiques with the roles Filled out to 
cultural standards of appropriateness which people like Chevalier d’Eon (who lived some 


of his life as a man and some of his life as a woman) wilfully ignored. 


One huge issue with biologically defining gender, of course, is that it only accounts for 
the normies or those who have never had a need to question. It expressly does not 
account For all those people who feel or imagine their gender to be other than, or not in 
sync with, their embodied form. In addition, its argumentation is often Forced. People 
can never be defined by chromosomes or hormones they cannot see or experience 


directly and the variations of these things are Far greater than ideological scientists (or 
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their allies, the scientifically ignorant) try to suppose. Hines tells us that spectrums 
rather than absolute poles are the biggest truths here and this builds on the notion of 
“intermediates” that was first instituted by Magnus Hirschfeld many decades ago. A very 
physical example of this, for instance, is the existence of intersex people with, from a 
dimorphic perspective, undifferentiated sexual organs. Often this phenomenon, quite 
natural and estimated to be as common worldwide as people who have red hair, is not 
often medically dangerous — yet medics often pre-emptively interfere when intersex 
babies are born, convincing parents to have their children operated on to more 
deliberately shape the sexual organs of such children. It is not unknown that such 
children are then never told what has happened and they remain in the dark about their 


origins, being subsequently raised as M or F as someone else has determined. 


There are, in Fact, many different intersex conditions (far From all being physically 
visible) and the world of sport especially continues to wring it hands (or should that be 
wash its hands?) in regard to them. What the reality of intersex phenomena shows, 
however, is, as Hines notes, “that gender development is Far more varied than a two-sex 
model admits.” In fact, when various people throughout recorded (and unrecorded) 
history have dressed or acted contrary to their sexed bodies it was probably nothing to 
do with essentialist biological thinking about hormones or chromosomes or sexual 
organs why they did it. Biology, as a single Factor, simply cannot explain gender (nor 
probably even sexuality either if we are being honest). Sexuality and gender are, in Fact, 
a complex intersection of identity and expression as Hines notes in examples like 
Radclyffe Hall (a male-presenting lesbian known as “John” to her friends) or the 
aforementioned Chevalier (who inspired English sexologist Havelock Ellis to later talk 


about “Eonism”, his version of transvestitism). Focusing on two, and only two, options 


358 


here then comes to seem dogmatic when there are manifestly multiple ways in which 


sex and gender could interact and multiple expressions they could then inspire. 


It is also the case, as Hines notes, that where there is difference there is also similarity. A 
and B are not completely unalike. Yet even in difference, in fact, if we are dealing in 
spectrums rather than Fixed poles, the possibility for overlap (perhaps in multiple ways) 
is manifest. (The shocking case of the Female athlete Caster Semenya — who is not and 
has never been trans — is here scarily relevant.) However, if, as it turns out, gender can be 
imagined in ways radically disconnected from sex — as it manifestly can as scholars like 
Judith Butler have suggested — then dogmatically ranting about biological components 
and insisting, in authoritarian ways, that these must be determinative, comes off as 
increasingly desperate and unhinged. People have minds and Feelings. They can imagine 
and create. They can and will live in whatever ways they can imagine. And no Canute 
commanding the invented biological tide to stay back will stop them. Biology is what it is 
and will continue to evolve in its own ways. But, concludes Hines, it is never a matter of 
reducing gender to biological difference. That just cannot ever Fully account for gender’s 


own reality. 


Next Hines moves to discuss “gender as a social construct” and, since | am a person who 
pointed up at the beginning of my own book here that “everything is a Fiction” (a belief 
which once caused Cambridge Professor of Postcolonial Studies, Priyamvada Gopal, to 
label me an “extreme constructivist” in a social media response — | took it as an honour 


and not an insult) this is where | personally Feel more comfortable. Here Hines says: 
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“A social constructionist view of gender proposes that gender roles — the patterns of 
behaviour prescribed as ‘normal’ or ‘ideal’ for each sex - are not entirely determined by 
human biology and evolution, but are to some degree created and perpetuated for each sex 
by the society and culture we live in. Gender identities and expressions that fall outside this 
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prescribed behaviour are presented as ‘abnormal’. 


OF course, one demonstrates this quite easily by adverting to multiple social and 
historical cultures around the world, each of which have their own conceptions of gender 
and so human relationships. Hines herself makes the point that “approaching gender 
through a historical lens reveals more complex findings, with changing understandings 
and expectations about gender emerging over time.” Here Hines first resorts to 
discussing the “hunter-gatherers” that Ryan and Jetha discuss in Sex At Dawn (yet 
without their mention of “Socio-erotic exchanges”) and she links life situation with the 
relations necessary to succeed in that situation. (These, of course, absolutely need not 
be the same in conditions of changing situations.) The point here appears to be that 
understanding of gender, and organisation of relationships, is not something done in 
isolation. In more modern times, for example, Hines argues that “throughout the world, 
the evolving understanding of gender difference in the modern age can be mapped onto 
each region’s changing economic needs, brought about by their respective industrial 
revolutions” and this begs the question of the relation of the needs of a society to its 
own understanding and organisation of itself in sexed and gendered terms. For example, 


in relation to the rise of capitalism in the West, Hines writes: 


“Marxist feminist writers such as Christine Delphy (b. 1941) argue that (the man as provider, 


woman as carer) model suited capitalism: women provided unpaid domestic labour, a 
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‘reserve army ’ of cheap commercial labour, and a means for producing and socializing the 
next generation of workers. It was justified as reflecting an ‘ideal’ natural order, backed up 
by the science of the day with the ‘two-sex’ model. This ideal has been very hard to dispel, 
although it was untenable for those who needed a woman's wages to support the 


household.” 


Hines has a lot to say here about how particularly women were, in the past, “civilised” by 
education which taught them that a woman's place was in the home as the domestic half 
of a heterosexual couple that represented cultural values. But when capitalism needed 
more (and cheaper) workers for its Factories it was to women that they naturally turned, 
threatening cultural understandings of gender in the process (and eventually changing 
them, of course). Women then could not both be a free domestic workforce and cheap 
labour and, as Hines points out, all this also took place in an arena in which what “a good 
woman” is was strictly (and morally) defined — as it still is today. Here examples like Dr 
Victoria Bateman and her Naked Feminism are relevant and her thesis that women are 
divided into those thought appropriately “modest” (i.e. controlled) and those unruly 


women who are “immodest” intersects with that of Sally Hines here when she says that: 


“To be a ‘good woman’ is often equated with being a respectable woman, displaying 
restraint, control and a lack of ‘excess’, qualities that mirror middle-class cultural values of 
good taste. Historically, as well as in contemporary society, morals are key to the 


construction of femininity.” 


This, in Fact, is a perfect example of the socially constructed nature of “woman” but 


perhaps not as good as one | recently stumbled across on social media where | was 
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astounded to read a random gender critic say, in regard to how and why transgender 


women may “pass” in society, that: 


“A thoroughly passing trans woman is likely to have been on Estrogen for a long time and 
also have been perceived as a woman by society for so long that she has developed an 
understanding of how it is to function as a woman socially. Someone who doesn't pass has 


noe. 


What's astounding about this argument is that it is apparently being made by someone 
who is trans-exclusionary but who is saying that “woman” is essentially that which passes 
For one in regular social interaction, this being a matter of looks and learned behaviour, 
both themselves socially constructed things. “Woman”, however, is then not simply a 
thing, an abstract given. “Woman” is then a cultural creation, a role, a performativity, an 
appearance shaped and formed according to wider societal and relational values and 


requirements. It is not then surprising that Hines, in her own chapter, can write: 


“Work on gender socialization shows that gendered behaviour is learnt, not innate. 


The attitudes of those close to us as we grow up can affect how we live. Studies on gender 
socialization have shown that we praise particular behaviours in girls and boys, encourage 
specifically gendered toys and activities, and expect differentiated bodily presentations. 
Research also emphasizes that wider social structures are key to constructing gender 
difference. The weight of history, religion and what is presented as ‘natural’ pushes us, as a 
society and as individuals, towards maintaining traditional gender roles. Research into 


gender and education reveals systemic expectations that girls or boys will perform better or 
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worse in particular subjects, leading them to choose — or even be encouraged to choose - 


different subjects at school based on their gender.” 


Here, then, it is exactly the case that “gender difference is coded in cultural 
representations” and that boys and girls, as part of their growing up, internalise 
culturally disseminated views about who and what they are. This then leads them to live 
certain kinds of lives (and, just as importantly, not lead other kinds of lives). Thus, this is 
not so much a matter of what body one has but how that comes to be conceptualised, 
valued and educated. This, as Hines reports, is then the seed from which grows Judith 
Butler's Famous theory of gender performativity, that we learn to “do” gender, and that 
“it is societal norms and values around gender that are central to how gender is 
performed.” The trans-exclusionist above would not seem to me to be saying anything 
different to this either, whether they realise it or not. This is worked out in reality in 
multiple and various culturally conditioned practices from gender separations in one 
culture to marriage customs in another. In some places men holding hands would be 
seen as “gay” whilst in others it is seen as not signifying anything sexual at all. It is, 


unfortunately For some, all cultural and relative. 


Hines’ third chapter of four tackles “gender diversity” and exists to show that people 
have and do actually exist, around the world, in ways “demonstrating that the traditional 
social construct of gender as a ‘choice’ between male or female is often incompatible 
with the experiences, identities and decisions of people in every day society.” An 
immediate point of comparison here is when Hines correctly reports that “Gender 
systems in the West have largely Followed a binary model, in which male and female are 


understood to be the only gender categories, with women and men seen as 
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Fundamentally different. A consideration of gender systems across the globe shows that 
this has not been the case elsewhere.” This then gives Hines opportunity to discuss the 
likes of the hijra in southern Asia (a legally recognised third gender in India), travesti in 
Latin and South America (this term is used by some as a slur in some places and not 
others), muxe in Zapotec Mexico, mahu (which means “in the middle”) in various 
Polynesian cultures, Fa’afafine in Samoa, kathoey in Thailand and Laos and waria in 
Muslim Indonesia, all examples of cross-gender phenomena with some thought of, 
Functionally or legally, as third genders. (Examples are not limited to this and these are 


only more obvious instances.) 


We should also of course add to our developing list here the pre-Colombian peoples of 
what is now called North America, many of whom had “two spirit” people among them 
which colonialists sometimes referred to as “berdaches”, this term originally being a 
French term for a younger partner in a homosexual relationship, and so culturally 
insensitive and presumptive. All these examples in total are, in Fact, all older examples 
than the Western notion “trans” which is itself a culturally bound understanding. Many 
of these culturally understood figures hold special roles or have cultural meanings in 
their societies which the Western notion “trans” simply does not in its own cultural 
context. On this basis, | personally resist the notion that “trans” either is, or should be, a 
catch all term for a group of cross-gender phenomena. Indeed, in some places where 
other, older cultural practices persist, someone who is “trans” is not seen as the same 
thing as their own, culturally comparable, understanding at all. (Here even Hines says 
that “In discussions of gender diversity, it is important to contextualize gender within 
localized understandings and practices”). We must thus by very wary of the ever present 


danger of cultural imperialism in this area. 
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These many different phenomena, each with their own cultural, religious and political 
backgrounds, meanings, histories and integrities, in Fact highlight an issue in relation to 
the intersection of gender and sexuality and, in Western context, not least in the sense 
that, as Hines mentions, “Until the late 20th century, anthropological studies often 
interpreted gender-diverse practices as personifications of same-sex desire.” That is, 
people with diverse gender identities, expressions or performances were assumed to be 
saying something sexual about themselves perhaps instead of saying something 
gendered about themselves, sexuality and not gender being the only, or most natural, 
way theorists in the past could make sense of these phenomena. (The differences 
between a heterosexual cross-dresser, a trams woman and a gay man may not easily be 
discernible simply by sight.) Thus, those who thought they were engaged in gender 
practices could have been assumed to be engaged in sexual practices in error. (A cross- 
dresser, for example, may not see either their gender or sexuality as changed by their 
pleasure. Those engaged in cross-gender existence may not imagine their sexuality has 
been affected at all. Equally, those with developing sexuality may not necessarily 
imagine it affects their gender image [even if it does]. There is no one manifestation. We 
see both “Feminised” gay men and very masculine gay men. We see “butch” lesbians and 


“lipstick” lesbians.) 


In all cases here we must be careful of classificatory homogenisation. (“Trans” is a 
perfect example here although what “gay” or “lesbian” signify either is not to be taken 
stereotypically or as obvious.) Thus, it is important to note what Hines says here about 


two spirits in this context: 
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“it is probable that two-spirit people represented neither same-sex nor transgender 
practices, but, instead, demonstrated the existence of an alternative gender or sexual 


grouping within an indigenous culture of which there is no Western equivalent.” 


In other words, we should not imagine that our categories are the categories of nature 
neither that they are themselves, as categories, immutable or unchangeable or 
universally applicable. IF it is true that “there are no straight lines in nature”, then how 
much more true must it be that there are no categories in nature — either of sex, 
sexuality or gender, or of anything else? (This issue only becomes more diverse the more 
vectors of human classification intersect.) It leads, as Hines notes, to people like Michel 
Foucault arguing that sexuality itself is an invented phenomenon where, before a certain 
time in certain cultures, it may simply have been regarded as acts and behaviour (as 
opposed to identity and orientation). On this understanding, as Hines says, “Rather than 
being something we did, sexuality became a key facet of who we are.” Gender might 
then be seen to have gone the same way and even become implicated in sexual 
orientation itself. In Fact, in the past, male cross-dressers and trans women were 
regularly arrested for homosexuality even though neither identification necessarily 


implies or requires it. 


This leads to questions of taxonomy, a concern, so | would certainly point out, of human 
classification rather than “the discovery of nature’s classifications”. An even more basic 
question than this is whether people choose their sexuality or gender or not or whether 
people are, in the now popular phrase, “born this way” - or something else. As Hines 
points out here, some recourse to purely biological solutions in this case on the rationale 


that one cannot be discriminated against for what one just is From birth. But how does 
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that work out for the racially abused or targeted? Hines also reports, however, that 
social science research equally points out that there are those who can, and do, choose 
their sexuality. It comes down to a matter of narratives we tell ourselves and the reasons 
and logics that we find convincing. These may include, as some research Hines reports on 
suggests, that sex and gender are both spectrums that are related in undefined ways. 
This then suggests one need not be fixed in relation to the other and that someone’s 
own personal journey through life can involve change in either or both cases. Here 


agender and asexual options are also available. OF these, Hines says: 


“When we include agender and asexual identities, which are by their definition ‘off the 
spectrum’, as well as identities such as genderfluid and genderflux, it can make more sense 
to think of both gender identity and sexual orientation as the combination of a complex 
constellation of traits that can vary widely from person to person. Individual traits may be 
‘more feminine’, ‘more masculine’ or neither; or ‘more heterosexual’, ‘more homosexual’ or 
neither. A person might have many gender-related traits that are ‘more masculine’ but some 
that are ‘more feminine’ (or vice versa), an even balance or many ‘gender-neutral’ traits - 
and likewise with traits associated with sexuality. Collected together, these traits form a 


person's gender identity and sexual orientation.” 


Here Hines concludes that: 


“What clearly emerges is that whatever we mean when we talk about gender — whether it 


is biological sex, a socially constructed role we perform, a personal identity or a 


combination of all three — it is fluid.” 
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Hines’ last chapter is concerned with what are really the consequences of all this - which 
is the necessity For, and actuality of, gender activism in the political sphere so that the 
results of inquiry become politically acknowledged and actioned. This naturally results in 
a catalogue of worthy examples but also some questions such as what it is that is being 
Fought for bearing in mind the cultural nature of the subjects discussed. Thus, as one 
example which Hines refers to, we might ask if “the concerns of Western Feminism” 
(making, for a moment, the absurd assumption that this is one thing when it isn’t) are 
really global concerns or if the needs of different communities or cultures or parts of the 
world are more specific and contingent than that. Many non-Western feminists, For 
example, have criticised aspects of often white Western Feminism for assuming that 
their concerns are naturally everybody else’s. It does not help here when Westerners, 
more often than not, simply homogenise those from everywhere else since they are 
otherwise completely ignorant of their lives or circumstances. Intersectional issues (of 
class, race, culture, economy) can also be simply ignored. All this itself tends to suggest 
that both issues and their solutions are diverse and specific rather than singular and 
universal. But how does one arbitrate a sea of diversity of questions, problems and 
issues when even what is to be combatted and what not is a matter of debate? It is not 
clear that the authoritarian governments of the world, organised, at best, on principles 
of gerrymandered liberal democracies that are lobbied by capitalist Financial interests 
constantly, have the required interests at heart, such as simple human dignity, integrity 
and liberty, to be able to resolve such questions. In a situation where the rich constantly 
seek to divide the poor, it is often the case that those with the richest backers will win, 
regardless of the rights and wrongs of any particular situation. This is absolutely the case 
in matters of gender and sexuality where huge, well-funded, conservative campaigns to 


suppress sexual and gender diversity are almost constant and lead to hate and violence. 
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4. Anti-Authoritarianism, or, The Philosophy and Politics of Sex and Gender 


The arguments and differences of opinion we glimpse through historical cracks in my 
last chapter amongst academic professionals are not simply historical. You would need 
to be blind and/or deaf (or perhaps have no access to TV, radio, newspapers or the 
Internet) not to realise that the subjects of sex and gender (not Forgetting sexuality too) 
are highly visible points of contention today in the West. Coming from the UK, as | do, | 
am perhaps more aware of this than most in what some have taken to calling “TERF 
Island” because, apparently, its entire media and political classes have Felt it necessary to 
give free reign to their vicious transphobia in recent years. Not a week goes by in Britain 
without multiple anti-trans news stories in print, on various radio stations or podcasts 
(most, if not the overwhelming majority, Funded by politically right individuals or 
organisations), and even on TV. (Trans people themselves, meanwhile, are virtually non- 
existent in these same environments in an act of genuine cancellation.) The two major 
political parties in the UK have stated their opposition to Self-ID laws and even the UK’s 
official equalities organisation is infiltrated by anti-trans Figures. Meanwhile, of course, 
one of the world’s most famous authors came out as a transphobe herself some years 
ago and, since then, has leaned into her bigotry with seeming ease, encouraging others 


to join in regardless of their sometimes dubious political affiliations. 


Because of this | had, at first, proposed that this chapter be an interaction, where it 
could be found, with so-called “gender critical” literature that was of actual substance — 
in order to establish its basis in argument, particularly philosophical and political 
argument. The problem | found with this idea, upon approaching it, however, is that 


gender critics don’t actually have much of substance to say. As a group of people, they 
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range From terminally divorced cry-wankers such as Graham Linehan (whose stock in 
trade is calling people “nonce” and/or “pedo”; | can find nowhere he has ever written 
anything of philosophical or political substance on the matters he feels entirely Free to 
berate and insult random people about in his credible performance of unhinged 
existence) to dull bigots such as Hadley Freeman or Maya Forstater who simply parade 
their prejudice week after week as if this were worthy in itself. Gender critics, it turns out 
on analysis, really have nothing of interest to say when you actually read what they have 
been saying. (And | have read what they’ve been saying even though | can genuinely say 


that it has pained me, mentally and physically, to do so.) 


Thus, a change of tack was necessitated. As fortune would have it, however, two things 
happened which gave me a new angle on the “gender critical” and presaged a new 
approach to writing the present chapter. The First thing that happened was that, taking a 
look at Helen Joyce’s book 7rans and Kathleen Stock’s book Material Girls (both highly 
praised in the transphobic British media firmament), | noticed that both books actually 
used the word “reality” in their subtitles. This joint fixation with such a thing was also 
immediately apparent even in their opening paragraphs and chapters. Ah, | thought, so 
both of these books are to argue on the basis that things just are a certain way and we 
have a duty to comply with that way? Interesting. The second thing which happened is 
that | was made aware that one of my favourite philosophers, Richard Rorty, despite the 
Fact he had died in 2007, had had a new book published in 2021. That book, Pragmatism 
as Anti-Authoritarianism, was touted as his mature thesis in regard to a philosophy he had 
been developing over four decades. This would have been greatly interesting to a Rorty 
fan such as myself anyway but, being acquainted with his philosophy in general, | 


thought it might be relevant here too. 
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So it seemed to me at the time, as it still does today, that this was a Fortunate 
confluence of events. For, if gender critics are anything, they are authoritarians. These 
are people who will threaten anyone who dares to cancel, or otherwise withdraw 
support for, their public appearances or make claims about their work (such as that 
Helen Joyce’s work leans heavily on Jennifer Bilek’s and is borderline antisemitic) with 
legal action. They openly canvass (if not simply pressure) parliamentarians and public 
bodies to mirror their hatreds and legally enforce their views regardless of the 
consequences for trans people. They attempt to close down medical treatment or 
assistance For trans youth (and to extend such ideas even to those up to 25 years of age). 
| am in no doubt myself that if they could make being trans illegal (actually or 
Functionally, by making it impossible to Function as trans) then they would. (In the UK, at 
least, they are already well on the way to making teaching about trans in anything like a 
non-partisan way impossible.) The case that they are, as a mentality, not simply 
authoritarian bigots out to eradicate trans people is, in my opinion, inarguable. (And all 
this without mentioning the support they receive from right wing groups that range 
From Evangelical religious nuts to simple political neo-Nazis, associations at least some 
of them openly embrace.) They may present in public as concerned, white (almost 
exclusively!), middle class women of a certain age but actually, the wrapping paper cast 
aside, underneath is just your bog standard authoritarian who knows what they think 
and thinks you should be forced to adhere to it too. (Here anti-trans advocacy group, the 
LGB Alliance, is instructive since, as conceded in a court of law, it is almost exclusively 
made up of cis white men.) Of course, such people accuse “trans activists” of exactly the 
same authoritarianism (is this an echo of Goebbels’ dictum that you should accuse your 
opponents of that of which you are yourself guilty? | don’t know) but, for avoidance of 


doubt, in this chapter, if that is the case, all authoritarians will be equally opposed, 
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whatever their political stances, for | am against authoritarianism in this book regardless 


of its source. 


So, in fact, this chapter, at least initially, is actually to become a chapter about 
“authoritarianism”, by means of debates about sex and gender, guided by the thoughts 
of Richard Rorty in his mature philosophy which seeks to clarify his pragmatist anti- 
authoritarianism to his readers, a project he saw as necessarily completing the 
Enlightenment begun several hundred years before him and extended into the particular 
philosophical area of epistemology (that branch of philosophy which deals with knowing, 
belief, truth, etc.). Perhaps now, already, you are starting to see the link here between a 
philosopher who teaches epistemological and political anti-authoritarianism and gender 
critics who fixate about “reality”? Richard Rorty does indeed have a lot to say about 
“reality” and associated subjects and, if the books of Joyce and Stock (the latter of 
whom is a trained philosopher herself) be any guide (I am taking them here as typical 
and so exactly as such a guide), then it seems that they have an allegiance to a certain 
sort of “reality” too. Here is something to get our teeth into, something undergirding 
the so-called gender debate, and, from my perspective, its also something of relevance 
for the anarchist as well (something neither gender critics nor Richard Rorty are 
themselves). | seem to have then lucked into the need for a necessarily philosophical 
(and, coincidentally, political) chapter in this book as | have done in previous books 
before (see particularly “Mythologies” in my previous book Black Flag). And, as one who 
previous writing has shown to be very philosophically interested, I’m more than happy 
about that. It will, once again, give me the opportunity to philosophically situate the 


anarchy and anarchism to which | speak: a very anti-authoritarian anarchy and anarchism. 
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Let us start with by Far the most superficial of the texts | will deal with in this chapter, 
Helen Joyce’s Trans: When Ideology Meets Reality. (A first note in this case is that Joyce, 
in her title, addresses ideas head on here rather than the Factuality of actual people. 
“Trans”, in reality, is not “an ideology” — and, if it is, Joyce condemns this very idea 
herself by never adequately defining and detailing it - but the actuality of real people 
who actually exist. Can you get more “reality” than that?) What most stands out to me 
about Jrans is not Joyce’s arguments (which are understandably self-serving) but her 
language. She talks, For example, about “objective identity” and privileges “biology” over 
“how people feel or what they declare”. Then we have mention of “objective reality” and 
she claims that “In no society — anywhere, ever — have people been oblivious to the sex of 
those around them, and certainly not in situations involving nakedness or physical 
contact.” She adds to this that “biological sex has an objective basis lacked by other 
socially salient categories” as if this should matter and greatly plays up the contrast of 
her subtitle between an “immutable” reality and a pro-trans “ideology”. “Sex is 
immutable and determined at conception” Joyce tells us in her first chapter whilst 
referring to a “non-existent sex spectrum” in passing. In this chapter she also refers to 
the idea of “true sex”. All through her book the problem, in her conception, seems to be 
that trans activists have Forsaken an unchanging, and unchangeable, biological reality For 


their own effete postulates. 


When we come to Kathleen Stock’s Material Girls (subtitle: “Why Reality Matters for 
Feminism” — although how, or in what sense, Stock is a “Feminist” is a mystery) we Find a 
similar situation. Stock’s basic complaint is that an “inner state” called “gender” has, in 
activists and those identifying as trans (or other associated phenomena), usurped a 


material reality called “biological sex”. Like Joyce, Stock thinks this objectionable. 
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Materiality, for both writers, should trump “ideology” or “an inner state” or “a Feeling”. 
Both object to the notion that self-declarations, which is what they ultimately see being 
trans as wholly consisting in, should necessitate any “moral obligation... to recognise 
and legally... protect gender identity” (in the words of Stock). Stock, however, does 
attempt to define “gender ideology” (in what she labels “four modern axioms of modern 


trans activism”) in her book. That attempt at definition is as Follows: 


“1, You and I, and everyone else, have an important inner state called a gender identity. 

2. For some people, inner gender identity fails to match the biological sex — male or female 
- originally assigned to them at birth by medics. These are trans people. 

3. Gender identity, not biological sex, is what makes you a man or a woman (or neither). 

4. The existence of trans people generates a moral obligation upon all of us to recognise 


and legally to protect gender identity and not biological sex.” 


Both Stock and Joyce lean heavily on this notion that “gender” is some imagined 
ephemeral — and certainly not material — imaginary inner state. (Stock can elsewhere 
refer to this as “an internalised psychological representation of oneself”.) They do this 
deliberately since their contrast is the imagined very material “biological sex”. (A certain 
unmentionable author has also hyped up this contrast on social media, suggesting its 
something of a gender critical dogma itself.) It is unclear to me, however, how, if “inner 
states” are illegitimate, a gay or a lesbian or a bisexual person is now supposed to Feel 
about themselves since my understanding of none of these lived realities is that they 
have demonstrated MATERIAL causes — searches for so Far entirely elusive “gay genes” 
aside. (One might also ask after their sexual Function since Joyce in particular leans 


heavily on Darwin's evolutionary theory of sexual selection.) It is also unclear to me how, 
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if “| have always thought of myself as gay/lesbian/bi” is good enough in these cases, it is 
apparently not good enough in the case of trans or non-binary people where, at least at 
the beginning of the twentieth century, these phenomena presented closely enough 
together that people were treated together as having associated concepts of self. In 
general, however, Joyce and Stock give off an aura of preferring things you can look at 
and point to (like dicks and fannies) over things you can’t (like ideas or feelings they 
don’t agree with). Here one wonders, however, why it is just some feelings Joyce and 
Stock refuse to acknowledge rather than all of them. (Or, indeed, why “feeling” 


a 


somehow isn’t “reality”. When you “Feel” that’s “really” happening, right?) 

Stock, in fact, even produces a catalogue of 8 “moments” she determines as the rise of 
the unpalatable (and non-existent) idea that is now regarded by the gender critic as 
contra Reality. These include Simone de Beauvoir's statement that “One is not born, but 
rather becomes, a woman”, biologist Anne Fausto-Sterling’s claim that sex is “a vast, 
infinitely malleable continuum”, Judith Butler’s argument that gender is a performativity 
(which Stock misdescribes to such an extent it is legitimate to doubt she even 
understands what Butler is saying at all), Julia Serano’s arguments in her book Whipping 
Girl which put gender identity Front and centre (and distinguish between cis and trans 
versions of men and women with consequent connotations for sexuality too), the idea 
that “gender identity” (perhaps exactly as Serano imagined it) should be legally 
protected, the invention of TERFs as dogmatic opponents of “gender identity”, and the 
“explosion” in the existence of out trans and otherwise non-binary people. All these in 
Fact boil down to for Stock, as they do For Joyce in a similar way in her own arguments, is 
“gender identity” or “gender identity ideology”, an ephemeral idea or feeling, as 


opposed to “biological reality”, something material we have a duty to respect. 
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My argument in this chapter, however, is to be that we have no such duty to respect 
“biological reality” - even if we were dumb enough to grant such an invented idea an 
existence. As an anarchist who ascribes Fully to the belief “no gods, no masters”, as a 
free spirit who acknowledges no requirement to be cowed by the views of others, | 
consider that that belief Fully includes god substitutes like “objective reality” or 
“biological objectivity” or “true sex” too. In Fact, from my perspective, claims that such 
things even exist, when backed up by the political force those wielding such concepts 
publicly have, look very much like political authoritarianism to me. In what Follows, | shall 
lay out my thinking for why | think this way and why | regard “gender criticism” as blatant 
authoritarianism as a consequence. In making that argument | will sometimes implicate 
their rhetorical opponents, the trans activists, too (for authoritarianism can affect 
anybody and is not exclusive to a particular point of view). | hope in doing that it will be 
shown that this is not so much a partisan argument | am making here (although | am 
strongly on the political side of trans and non-binary people against their rhetorical 
opponents) but one which argues for anti-authoritarianism, both philosophical and 
political, across the board. This stance of mine is then initiated, amongst other things, by 


the thought of philosopher Richard Rorty and so | will turn to that now. 


When | first read the books of Joyce and Stock and noted their common reliance on a 
certain concept of “objective reality” which they both seem to share (and seem to regard 
as “common sense” no person wishing to be seen as sane, intelligible and rational would 
doubt), my mind was immediately taken to a vaguely remembered passage of some 
essay Rorty had written where two slogans, one imagined belonging to Anglophone 
“analytic” philosophy and the other imagined belonging to European “continental” 


philosophy, but which Rorty (as is his way!) comes to think amount to pretty much the 
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same thing, are posited. | couldn’t at the time remember exactly which essay these 
statements had been in and so had to engage in a quick search through my library of 
Rorty material in order to Find them again. Having done so, | will now quote the opening 
paragraphs of the essay “A World Without Substances or Essences” (first published in 


German in 1994) as published in English in Rorty’s 1999 book Philosophy and Social Hope: 


“Philosophers in the English-speaking world usually do not take the work of philosophers in 
the non-English-speaking world very seriously, and conversely. The gap between so-called 
analytic' and so-called 'Continental' philosophy shows no signs of being bridged. This seems 
to me a pity, because | think that the best work being done in these two traditions overlaps 
to an important extent. In this essay | shall try to sketch a way of looking at things which is 


common to the philosophers | most admire on both sides of the gap. 


The quickest way of expressing this commonality is to say that philosophers as diverse as 
William James and Friedrich Nietzsche, Donald Davidson and Jacques Derrida, Hilary 
Putnam and Bruno Latour, John Dewey and Michel Foucault, are antidualists. This does not 
mean that they are against binary oppositions; it is not clear that thought is possible 
without using such oppositions. It means rather that they are trying to shake off the 
influences of the peculiarly metaphysical dualisms which the Western philosophical 
tradition inherited from the Greeks: those between essence and accident, substance and 
property, and appearance and reality. They are trying to replace the world pictures 
constructed with the aid of these Greek oppositions with a picture of a flux of continually 
changing relations. One effect of this panrelationalism is that it lets us put aside the 


distinction between subject and object, between the elements in human knowledge 
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contributed by the mind and those contributed by the world, and thereby helps us put aside 


the correspondence theory of truth. 


Various labels and slogans are associated with this antiessentialistic, antimetaphysical 
movement in various Western traditions. Among them are pragmatism, existentialism, 
deconstructionism, holism, process philosophy, poststructuralism, postmodernism, 
Wittgensteinianism, antirealism, and hermeneutics. Perhaps for merely patriotic reasons, 
my own preferred term is pragmatism; among the slogans are ‘Everything is a social 
construction’ and ‘All awareness is a linguistic affair’. The former is a characteristically 
European slogan, and those who use it often take their point of departure from Foucault. 
The latter slogan was coined by the great American thinker Wilfrid Sellars, and the epithet 
he chose for the system of thought which embodied this slogan was ‘psychological 


nominalism'. 


As a first illustration of the convergence between analytic and Continental philosophy, | 
want to show how these two slogans come to much the same thing. Both are ways of 
saying that we shall never be able to step outside of language, never be able grasp reality 
unmediated by a linguistic description. So both are ways of saying that we should be 
suspicious of the Greek distinction between appearance and reality, and that we should try 
to replace it with something like the distinction between ‘less useful description of the 
world' and ‘more useful description of the world’. To say that everything is a social 
construction is to say that our linguistic practices are so bound up with our other social 
practices that our descriptions of nature, as well as of ourselves, will always be a function 
of our social needs. To say that all awareness is a linguistic affair is to say that we have no 


knowledge of the kind which Bertrand Russell, working in the tradition of British 
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empiricism, called ‘knowledge by acquaintance’. All our knowledge is of the sort which 
Russell called ‘knowledge by description’. If you put the two slogans together, you get the 


claim that all our knowledge is under descriptions suited to our current social purposes.” 


Now a second relevant philosophical thought that subsequently popped into my mind 
after this was the following beginning to a short essay written by Friedrich Nietzsche in 


1873 called “On Truth and Lying in A Non-Moral Sense”: 


“In some remote corner of the universe, flickering in the light of the countless solar systems 
into which it had been poured, there was once a planet on which clever animals invented 
cognition. It was the most arrogant and most mendacious minute in the ‘history of the 
world’, but a minute was all it was. After nature had drawn just a few more breaths the 
planet froze and the clever animals had to die. Someone could invent a fable like this and 
yet they would still not have given a satisfactory illustration of just how pitiful, how 
insubstantial and transitory, how purposeless and arbitrary the human intellect looks 
within nature; there were eternities during which it did not exist; and when it has 
disappeared again, nothing will have happened. For this intellect has no further mission 
that might extend beyond the bounds of human life. Rather, the intellect is human, and only 
its own possessor and progenitor regards it with such pathos, as if it housed the axis around 
which the entire world revolved. But if we could communicate with a midge we would hear 
that it too floats through the air with the very same pathos, feeling that it too contains 
within itself the flying centre of this world. There is nothing in nature so despicable and 
mean that would not immediately swell up like a balloon from just one little puff of that 


force of cognition; and just as every bearer of burdens wants to be admired, so the proudest 
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man of all, the philosopher, wants to see, on all sides, the eyes of the universe trained, as 


through telescopes, on his thoughts and deeds.” 


Now the consequence of Rorty’s paragraphs in my First quote above, which | will come to 
in much more detail shortly, is that all thinking is political, this being consequent on “our 
current social purposes” which are integral to what and how we think. But as to the 
quote from Nietzsche, this Fable and its interpretation builds into an argument (and, 
indeed, a short but epoch-making career which still resounds throughout human thought 


today) to which he adds: 


“What, then, is truth? A mobile army of metaphors, metonymies, anthropomorphisms, in 
short a sum of human relations which have been subjected to poetic and rhetorical 
intensification, translation, and decoration, and which, after they have been in use for a 
long time, strike a people as firmly established, canonical, and binding; truths are illusions 
of which we have forgotten that they are illusions, metaphors which have become worn by 
frequent use and have lost all sensuous vigour, coins which, having lost their stamp, are 


now regarded as metal and no longer as coins.” 


The Nietzschean submission then, elucidated in very concise Form elsewhere in his 
notebooks published as The Will to Power in note 481 as “Facts is what there is not, only 
interpretations”, is that an objective view of the world, a static, Fixed, objective, truly 
real, reality that is utterly perspicuous to us human beings, having enough insight and 
application, is a complete fable, an assessment beyond the pay grade of creatures with our 
senses and intellect. Our intellect, and its senses, so Nietzsche in fact posits in a very 


Darwinian way, are just survival mechanisms, things Fitted to a very specific, very form- 
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of-life-specific, task. We then have no right to suggest, or ability to demonstrate, that 
they can tell us about what, in this interpretation, turns out to be an entirely imaginary 
“objective reality”, merely another interpretation. This, Nietzsche insists, is a claim too 
far For “truths are illusions”. (Elsewhere he imagines them our errors or, rather, simply 
the bounds of our perspicacity.) Nietzsche, not inconsequentially, will then in his later 
career go onto suggest that “humanity”, not least intellectually and morally, must be 
overcome in acts of self-creation which Emma Goldman, Renzo Novatore and Emile 
Armand, at least, took to be compatible with their forms of anarchism. One can then 
only imagine that Helen Joyce and Kathleen Stock, and gender critics more widely, 


would think them “anarchistic” — in a completely different sense — too. 


But it is Richard Rorty | mainly want to focus on here and, First of all, in his most recently 
published book (which is posthumous but which relates to a set of ten lectures 
presented at the University of Girona in 1996) Pragmatism as Anti-Authoritarianism. |n 
this book Rorty argues, in connected fashion to a philosophically literate audience, for a 
mature version of what he calls “pragmatism”, a home-grown American philosophical 
attitude credited by most observers to a triumvirate of American forebears, Charles 
Sanders Peirce, William James and (Rorty’s Favourite) John Dewey. Rorty himself 
developed an affection for pragmatism through two decades of largely quiet work in the 
American philosophical academy before publishing the book which gave him his fame, 
Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, which was a book arguing, in my words, that any 
philosophy couched in language could not be a mirror of nature, that is, that language- 
using creatures like us had no right to imagine that our language re-presented nature in 
its intimate relations except in words as opposed to material reality. Rorty proposed, 


instead, to substitute a world of useful interpretations without pretension to “objective 
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reality” For “an epistemological paradigm of objective knowledge” and further to 
substitute “problem solving” for “getting reality right”. (He spoke of this also in this 
book as simply forgetting about epistemology completely and replacing it with 
something better - then referred to as “hermeneutics”.) As Further papers and essays 
subsequent to this showed, this also meant substituting the very notion of “objectivity 
of knowledge” for “solidarity and intersubjective inquiry”. On this basis, and For the rest 


of his life as an academic and increasingly public intellectual, Rorty built his career. 


Pragmatism as Anti-Authoritarianism is both obviously connected to this agenda and also 
obviously a development of it, a more mature version of the thesis. When Rorty wrote 
the lectures that comprise the book he had been an academic, of philosophy explicitly 
but then, latterly, of humanities and comparative literature at his own request, For over 
thirty years and was a well known figure in not simply philosophical but also cultural 
circles (in Anglophone and continental constituencies since he explicitly wanted to 
bridge both) as well as having a strong interest in both the broad cultural history of the 
West but also liberal political associations which, after his philosophical hero, John 
Dewey, he regarded as of philosophical import as well. Rorty was by this time someone 
not confined to academic departments or visiting lectureships but someone who could 
be found writing pieces in popular newspapers or periodicals and he was as likely to be 
Found writing about a political direction for his country (about which, in my view, he was 


Far too optimistic) as he was about philosophy pure and simple. 


Pragmatism as Anti-Authoritarianism, however, begins not with words From Rorty himself 
but with a foreword From one of his most esteemed former students, Robert Brandom, 


who wants to set both the book and Rorty’s philosophy as a whole in a context. From my 
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point of view, and assuming Brandom has things right, this context sounds very 
promising. For example, in his First paragraph of the foreword Brandom says of this 


mature version of Rorty’s philosophy that: 


“At its core (it) is a commitment to human self-determination. The principal animating and 
orienting impulse of pragmatism is now identified as its anti-authoritarianism. Its ultimate 
goal is our emancipation, both in practice and in theory, from subjection to nonhuman 
authority. Pragmatism points us at the sort of freedom that consists in humans taking full 


rational responsibility for our own doings and claimings.” 


It seems to me that | could say all this about the anarchism | have been writing about too. 
| think | could name several anarchists who believe in “self-determination”, “anti- 
authoritarianism” and “emancipation... from subjection to nonhuman authority” whilst 
taking “full rational responsibility” for themselves. Indeed, this might even be a lot of 
anarchism in a nutshell. But Rorty himself was a political liberal, a statist who believed in 
electoral democracy and nation states and their institutions, and so we should not 
automatically imagine that such a thesis is a thesis of anarchy as is for we know that, in 
Rorty’s own thinking, it wasn’t. (It says nothing about “human authority”, for example.) 
Yet neither was it a settling For less For Rorty certainly dreamed of these things at their 
best rather than their worst and he was always ready to say he might have been wrong if 
subsequent evidence proved him so. Here, for example, Brandom argues that Rorty’s 
vision For pragmatism was nothing less then a second Enlightenment which completed 
the task of the First, that task being to remove From us the need for fealty to natural and 
supernatural powers and to make us the cooperative arbiters of our own destiny, a 


“coming to maturity of humanity” that goes together with notions of “freedom as 
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autonomy” (a binding ourselves to our own commitments and, indeed, the intimate 
connection between being so bound and our freedom to bind ourselves). As Brandom 


then suggests: 


“The edifying lesson Rorty sees the Enlightenment as teaching is that fear of God and fealty 
to His authority are to be replaced by human freedom, self-reliance, and solidarity in the 
form of individual autonomy on the side of ethics, and social commitment to and 
participation in liberal political practices and institutions, on the side of politics. Our 
practices are the real source of our commitments and responsibilities, and those practices 
should be understood as involving no authority beyond what we institute and exercise by 
engaging in them. Instead of looking outside of human practice for our ultimate 


commitments, we are to look to what emerges in conducting the human conversation.” 


Already, in this description of Rorty’s philosophy by Brandom, we are wheeling away 
From Helen Joyce’s and Kathleen Stock’s suggestion that something called “objective 
reality” is anything we owe any allegiance too. Why? Because such an entity is something 
“outside of human practice”. It is not about “selF-binding” but is, exactly as Joyce and 
Stock use it, and want us to use it, in their books, about us being bound by it. Rorty, then, 
wants us to be freed from such binding (at least, so far, in Brandom’s description of it) 


but Joyce and Stock (and gender critical people generally) do not. 


Rorty you see, continuing on through Brandom’s foreword, imagines that, in philosophy, 
the Field of epistemology, with its “Knowledge”, “Truth” and “Reality” (Rorty often 
capitalised words like this, making a point about what he imagined to be their 


theological use if not nature), comes to be something of a theological subject, talk about 
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things that could take God's place in our arguments which, in an age of reason such as 


the Enlightenment, were fast going out of style. So, as Brandom now notes of Rorty: 


“Rorty’s idea is that the concept of Reality plays the same invidious role for the pragmatist 
Enlightenment on the cognitive side that God played for the original Enlightenment on the 


practical side.” 


It will now then immediately be seen why we are here in the context of my own book. In 
Rorty’s thinking “Reality” is pretty much the same as “God” and if we wise and 
progressive humans have learned that we must be atheist about God (as Helen Joyce 
and her, as | write, recent podcast guest and fellow gender critic, Richard Dawkins, claim 
to be), then we must be equally dismissive when it comes to the God substitute “Reality” 
too. Why is Reality a God substitute? Because it is used in a similar way in human 
discourse. IF one person tells us we must do something (like not be trans) because “God 
says so” and another tells us we must do something (like not be trans) because “Reality 
says so” THEN BOTH ARE DOING EXACTLY THE SAME THING. “God” and “Reality” both 
serve the same function. Rorty, in the interpretation of Brandom, thus wanted to get rid 
of both God and Reality from our arguments in this way and so complete the 
Enlightenment task of de-theologising our reasons for things. It was Rorty’s perception 
that we have not sufficiently de-theologised these reasons if we still work with any God 
substitutes at all that are beyond our own cooperation, solidarity and intersubjectivity. 


So, as Robert Brandom beautifully puts this himself: 


“At the center of the version of pragmatism Rorty announces in this book is the thought 


that just as we should be anti-authoritarian in ethics in rejecting the authority of God over 
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the correctness of what we do, we should be anti-authoritarian in epistemology by rejecting 
the authority of objective reality over the correctness of what we believe. Construed as the 


non-human locus of this sort of authority, Reality no more exists than God does.” 


This, then, is why we are here right now in this book in the context of this gender critical 
conversation about the “legitimacy” of transgender and non-binary people; we are here 
because those who say they are illegitimate do so on the argued basis of a “Reality” 
which is a God substitute - yet in a world in which such a “Reality” (at least according to 


Rorty) is no more existent than is the God about which a theist might speak. 


This is the point in the argument, notes Brandom, where opponents might imagine those 
who agree with it to be crazy. But such people, he cautions, should make sure that they 
have understood Rorty properly. (One can imagine that the Kathleen Stock who 
apparently misunderstands those she does not agree with so comprehensively — Judith 
Butler is the paradigm example here but there are also others — would find Rorty an easy 
cause of stumbling.) Rorty is not saying here that nothing is the case, that “there is no 
reality”. He is not saying that something we linguistically refer to as “reality” is not 
constraining us. In fact, he is saying it couldn't do anything else but constrain us. Thus, in 


Brandom’s words: 


“(Rorty) wholeheartedly endorses the idea of reality as causally constraining us. In this 
regard, his pragmatism is wholly naturalistic. Like classical American pragmatism, it is 
essentially a Darwinian naturalism rather than a Newtonian naturalism. It construes us as 
at base animals coping with our environment. Objective reality forces itself upon us by its 


recalcitrant resistance to our wants and the sometimes surprising and disappointing 
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consequences of our actions, forcing us both to adapt it to our ends and to adapt to it 


ourselves.” 


Rorty’s problem, then (as we saw with the Nietzsche who thinks of humans as merely 
clever animals with intellectual tools for their survival at their disposal), is not with the 
notion that we live in an environment we must learn to cope with by means of 
understandings that we can hope to rely on. Rorty, in fact, thinks exactly this. Rorty’s 
problem is with a specific conception of how we do that labelled “the representationalist 
idea of Reality”, an idea Rorty thinks akin to creating a new God. This is the idea that the 
First Enlightenment actually enthroned philosophically and which Rorty, in his first book, 
Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature, sought to attack (and attacked thereafter until his 
death). It is the idea that humans, in language, recreate and reconstitute (literally: re- 
present) reality “objectively”, naturally and in actuality in and through their linguistic 
constructions. This is a view contrary to Rorty’s own and to that of Nietzsche quoted 
above (as well as contrary to that of the many -isms Rorty mentioned in the excerpted 
quote of his | made at first in this chapter). Brandom, in his desire to elucidate the 
philosophy of Rorty in and through his foreword here, gives this appraisal of the 


weakness of this “representational” view of reality in interaction with Rorty: 


“it is a structural requirement of the representational picture of the mind and its knowledge 
of reality that if anything is to be known representationally, something must be known non- 
representationally. If the reality | know is known by being represented by my representings 
of it, then | must know my representings themselves in some other way than just by 
representing them in turn. For the alternative would launch a semantic regress, of 


representings of representings of representings ... in which no terminal knowledge is ever 
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finally achieved. If representational knowledge (or even awareness) is to be possible, at 
some point, there must be representings of which |am aware simply by having them, rather 
than by representing them. Their occurrence must be self-intimating. The idea of knowledge 
mediated by representings presupposes the idea of immediate knowledge of representings. 
That is the Cartesian idea of the mind as the locus of representing events (sensings and 
thinkings) whose very existence already guarantees the subject’s knowledge of their 
existence. Their contents must be immediately, non-representationally available. Since error 
is understood as mis-representation, that immediate knowledge of the appearings that are 


representings must be immune to error: incorrigible.” 


In other words, the claim to have represented something “objectively” in language 
entails the consequent knowing of these same things, and their relations, “objectively” 
prior to language — much, in fact, as if one claimed oneself able to know the mind of God 
without it ever having been communicated to you. It is the claim to have hit rock bottom 
when it comes to Knowledge and Truth, to have made intimate contact with Reality such 
that our words now simply are its substance, meaning and content transmuted into 
linguistic Form. This is the claim Joyce and Stock make rhetorically when they talk about 
“reality” and contrast it with “gender ideology”. They are, in effect, claiming to be in 
touch with God and that their opponents, in a moment of sheer insanity, wish to 
countermand this divine, arbitrating, unignorable contact with their own invented mere 
talk. “Reality”, then, in the arguments of Joyce and Stock, is exactly the same as what 
“God” would be to a theist. In their argument, those in contact with this Reality cannot 
Fail to be right For God is never wrong. Those ignoring this Reality, however; they are lost 


souls, sinners who we cannot allow to corrupt our duty to God. 
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Rorty, however, and as Brandom goes on to explain, wants to get rid of all gods in our 
thinking. He wants no human action or belief to require a god-like or a god-substitute- 
like “Reality” or “Objective Truth”. He wants to encourage the maturity of humanity from 
such backward ways in which human beings do obeisance before such entities. He wants 
what is “normative” for human beings to become that which is also “social” in and 
amongst them. He consequently eulogises the notion of a social normativity of beliefs 
and reasons and logics and, in the words of Brandom, thinks, “That we should 
understand norms not as features of the natural or even supernatural world, but as 
instituted by the practical attitudes we adopt to one another.” Rorty, says Brandom, 
thought this the point of the First Enlightenment and made it the goal of his second, 
pragmatist one which pushes on, in and through epistemology as well. He saw social 
normativity in epistemology as akin to social normativity in politics as exampled in and 
through social contract theories of political obligation. Rorty, in other words, wanted us 
to be guided by our intersubjective and cooperative mind rather than by claims to 
outside authorities like “God” or “Nature” or “Reality” or “Objective Truth”. He thought 
our agreements, always constrained by reality’s resistance to being made into what it is 
not, were both entirely enough and also appropriately acknowledging of both 
democracy and human freedom. He thought that the freedom and responsibility of 
human beings (which, in his thinking as in mine, must always go together) were sufficient 
to creating vibrant and healthy human communities, communities which then did not 
need “objective reality” to tell them what they had a duty to think, how to act and how 


to relate to each other. 


In other words, to tell this story another way, Rorty thought that “reality” has always 


been our environment and we have always been having to handle it, to solve its 
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problems for us, as we have been going along in order to get where we, and only we, 
have decided we wanted to go. But, in doing that, we have never been “representing 
reality as it really is”. We have never been subjects following, or with a duty to Follow, 
the orders of the God, Reality. In Rorty’s story, we never could be for “Reality” is no such 
God. Gods are things we make and, in Rorty’s view as in the view of many others, are 
often very unwise things to make, things which we must then observe exactly as gods. 
Rorty thus advises people like Joyce and Stock (and even latter day gender critics like 
Richard Dawkins) to truly give up their affections for gods and theism and not only 
abandon those with names but even those which can function as their substitutes. Rorty 
would then have us abandon theistic thinking entirely and jettison it in the dustbin of 
history and come to rely on ourselves as people guided by own own needs and desires 
and that rationality and agreement which can result in projects of human progress. (This 
is better known as “politics” but more on that bit later.) Rorty thinks that only a human 
being should ever be able to bind themselves to things and nothing — not God nor Reality 
nor Objective Truth nor A Duty To Act In Accordance With Moral Rectitude — should ever 
be able to countermand that. That is why Rorty is here in a chapter begun with Helen 


Joyce and Kathleen Stock and their very similar “but reality says” kinds of arguments. 


Thus, Rorty, as Brandom explains at length, was against “reality conceived of specifically 
as what is represented, in the normative sense of exercising authority over human 
doxastic commitments—that is, as providing normative standards for assessment of 
their correctness. It is reality understood as a non-human authority to which human 
cognitive practices are subject.” To this, in the book currently under discussion as 
throughout the body of his philosophical career, Rorty raised an “anti-authoritarian 


protest against the conception of reality-as-represented.” Rorty, in Brandom’s 
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interpretation, held this objection as he viewed such a reality as a “tyranny” where 
tyranny is “authority without correlative responsibility”. What Brandom is saying is that, 
for Rorty, such a reality is a thing which exists beyond questioning. Like God, who is 
imagined to be ineffable, one does not question such a reality. One is put, relationally, in 
no position to be able to. One is subservient, obedient, instead, in a God-human 
hierarchy. That, thinks Rorty, is an unacceptable situation, one which makes human 
beings subjects and vassals of the entity put in that relation. So, even if bodies are just a 
certain way, we must imagine Rorty saying, they are no authority by being so. We have 
no duty to follow such a pattern whether construed genetically, chromosomally, 
hormonally, morphologically or otherwise. Such “reality” is not normative in the sense of 
being authoritative. It is merely an actuality we must engage with. But how we want it to 
be or to go or to be used or regarded IS AND WILL BE, AND SHOULD ALWAYS BE, UP TO 
US. Contra Joyce, Stock and every gender critic who ever walked the earth. IF there are 


no gods, THEN THERE ARE NO GODS. As a consequence: 


“The lesson (Rorty) thinks we should learn from the first Enlightenment is that we answer 
only to each other, that we are beholden to no authority outside our practices. What is 
authoritative are the reasons we give to each other, the justifications we can offer and 
assess. Those justificatory and critical practices determine the meanings of the vocabularies 
we use and the contents of our commitments. We conduct those reasoning practices, deploy 
our vocabularies, in a natural environment that causally constrains us in many ways. But 
normative constraint is wholly our creature, a historically sedimented accumulation that is 
instituted by our own social practices and the practical attitudes we adopt while engaging 


in those practices.” 
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As a further consequence: 


“we should give up (as pragmatically unintelligible) the normative notion of ‘ultimate 
correctness’ that is correlated with that concept of ‘overriding nonhuman authority,’ in both 


the practical and the cognitive domains.” 


Essentially here Rorty is then arguing for a “Fusion of Freedom and responsibility” (as 
Brandom puts it) in human activity of all kinds, intellectual as well as political, and saying 
that, For beings such as us, this will have to be enough. We will always get to decide what 
we think, why and where we want to go but the Flip side of that Freedom is bearing the 
responsibility For it: we will never, and should never, be able to palm off our beliefs, 
values and actions onto some non-human arbitrating entity, natural or supernatural. As 
an anarchist might say, “no gods, no masters”; it is just us, we ourselves, and our values, 


beliefs, reasons and logics. 


That is my summary of Brandom’s summary of Rorty’s philosophical thesis in Pragmatism 
as Anti-Authoritarianism — but | don’t want to leave it there. We must hear more from 
Rorty himself before | can move onto other things in this chapter. Already, however, | 
hope we can see how the arguments of the gender critics Joyce and Stock have run into 
trouble. They, in their books, are basing their arguments Four square on the notion of an 
extra-human God-like authority called “reality”, something we have a duty, if not are 
absolutely required, to obey. They tell us that “biological reality” just is a certain way and 
that we are not allowed to either mess with it or ignore it or imagine other things we 
regard as more important than it. (Our wanting to, or seeing compelling reasons to, is, 


for them, irrelevant.) You will have to ask them why they think that for it is not my 
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interest here. But think it they clearly do. As such, their argument is an authoritarian one 
in Rorty’s terms for it appeals to just such a tyranny as was recently outlined. (It is also, 
by the by, a hypocritical argument, because for nearly everything Joyce and Stock might 
object to, not least gender-affirming surgeries, there are other reasons For similar things 
or procedures they would accept. For example, a mastectomy to save a breast cancer 
patient would presumably be imagined as perfectly acceptable but a mastectomy as 
gender-affirming care for a trans man might be regarded as “mutilation”. All such people 
would then actually be arguing about is not absolutes — the sacred nature of the intact 
natal body and its inherent properties and possibilities - but the reasons for having 
surgeries. Unless such people were against surgeries entirely it would then just be a 
matter of opinion, good or bad, and whose was or wasn’t relevant in context.) 

| am now going to get into some of the things Rorty says in and around the time of his 
1996 lectures in Girona and which are preserved not just in Pragmatism as Anti- 
Authoritarianism but also in more popular presentations of his views in other books too 
which contain essays with text overlapping that also found in Pragmatism as Anti- 
Authoritarianism. These things will serve as discussions of philosophical principles and 
values that | see as at the heart of an honest and authentic anarchism which is itself anti- 
authoritarian. They, in fact, in the history of my own story, partly motivate and explain 
why | ever came to be an anarchist myself (although it is Fair to say that | pushed these 
things in directions Rorty did not himself. For that, of course, | remain responsible). In 
doing this, | expect that the philosophical bases of Helen Joyce and Kathleen Stock in 
Trans and Material Girls will be Further eroded. (Not that they seem to have much of a leg 
to stand on already but still.) An additional purpose here will be that readers perhaps 


not used to philosophical thinking can be coaxed into engaging in some. It has always 
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been my belief, as both Black Flag and Black Void showed before, that our freedom and 
our anarchy (and, For that matter, our diversity) must be intellectual and moral as well as 
political and economic. Rorty, in fact, may be one who brings all these together too. And 
so it will be good to explore this more under the concept of “anti-authoritarianism” as 


Rorty does in his enunciation of a mature pragmatism. So let’s be about it. 


As | read Rorty, particularly in his more philosophically mature Final couple of decades, 
we find, as Brandom has said, that he has a strict aversion to human communities being 
arbitrated by what we might call “superfluous non-human authorities”. | want to pick up 
on four of these imagined “authorities” explicitly First as discussed in two related sets of 
essays (which overlap sometimes in both their exact text and their more general content 
without one set of essays simply being reproductions of the other set). These essays are 
“Universality and Truth”, “Pan-Relationalism”, “Against Depth” and “Ethics without 
Universal Obligations” in Pragmatism as Anti-Authoritarianism and “Truth without 
Correspondence to Reality”, “A World without Substances or Essences” and “Ethics 
without Principles” (together described as “A Version of Pragmatism”) in Rorty’s 1999 
book Philosophy and Social Hope. The four imaginary authorities to be targeted here are 
“Truth”, “Reality”, “Morality” and “Rights” and, in each case, | argue that the Rortian 
submission is that “there is no God called...” That understood, I'll continue in the order | 


have just mentioned these things. 


There is No God called Truth 


One notable thing about Rorty’s philosophy is that it is not so much a set of 


propositions, a list of do’s and don'ts, as it is simply the offering of what is imagined as a 
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better narrative. An example is the essay “Truth without Correspondence to Reality” 
which tells just such a story. Often, in Fact, the stories Rorty tells are inspired by other 
stories (often American stories) he is himself inspired by. A case in point is that one 


referred to in Walt Whitman’s Democratic Vistas which Rorty quotes from: 


“As the greatest lessons of Nature through the universe are perhaps the lessons of variety 
and freedom, the same present the greatest lessons also in New World politics and progress 
... America, filling the present with greatest deeds and problems, cheerfully accepting the 
past, including feudalism (as indeed, the present is but the legitimate birth of the past, 
including feudalism) counts, as | reckon, for her justification and success, (for who, as yet, 
dare claim success?) almost entirely on the future ... For our New World | consider far less 


important for what it has done, or what it is, than for results to come.” 


OF this quotation of Whitman’s, which Rorty uses as an example, he says: 


“In this essay I shall focus on Whitman's phrase ‘counts ... for her justification and success ... 
almost entirely upon the future’. As | see it, the link between Whitmanesque Americanism 
and pragmatist philosophy - both classical and ‘neo-' - is a willingness to refer all questions 
of ultimate justification to the future, to the substance of things hoped for. If there is 
anything distinctive about pragmatism it is that it substitutes the notion of a better human 
future for the notions of ‘reality’, 'reason' and ‘nature’. One may say of pragmatism what 


Novalis said of Romanticism, that it is ‘the apotheosis of the future’. 


As | read Dewey, what he somewhat awkwardly called ‘a new metaphysic of man's relation 


to nature’, was a generalization of the moral of Darwinian biology. The only justification of 
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a mutation, biological or cultural, is its contribution to the existence of a more complex and 
interesting species somewhere in the future. Justification is always justification from the 
point of view of the survivors, the victors; there is no point of view more exalted than theirs 
to assume. This is the truth in the ideas that might makes right and that justice is the 
interest of the stronger. But these ideas are misleading when they are construed 
metaphysically, as an assertion that the present status quo, or the victorious side in some 
current war, stand in some privileged relation to the way things really are. So 'metaphysic' 
was an unfortunate word to use in describing this generalized Darwinism which is 


democracy. For that word is associated with an attempt to replace appearance by reality. 


Pragmatists - both classical and 'neo-'- do not believe that there is a way things really are. 
So they want to replace the appearance-reality distinction by that between descriptions of 
the world and of ourselves which are less useful and those which are more useful. When the 
question ‘useful for what?’ is pressed, they have nothing to say except ‘useful to create a 
better future’. When they are asked, ‘Better by what criterion?', they have no detailed 
answer, any more than the first mammals could specify in what respects they were better 
than the dying dinosaurs. Pragmatists can only say something as vague as: Better in the 
sense of containing more of what we consider good and less of what we consider bad. 
When asked, ‘And what exactly do you consider good?', pragmatists can only say, with 
Whitman, ‘variety and freedom’, or, with Dewey, ‘growth’. 'Growth itself,’ Dewey said, ‘is 


the only moral end.’ 


They are limited to such fuzzy and unhelpful answers because what they hope is not that 
the future will conform to a plan, will fulfil an immanent teleology, but rather that the 


future will astonish and exhilarate. Just as fans of the avant garde go to art galleries 
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wanting to be astonished rather than hoping to have any particular expectation fulfilled, so 
the finite and anthropomorphic deity celebrated by (Wlliam) James, and later by A. N. 
Whitehead and Charles Hartshorne, hopes to be surprised and delighted by the latest 
product of evolution, both biological and cultural. Asking for pragmatism's blueprint of the 
future is like asking Whitman to sketch what lies at the end of that illimitable democratic 


vista. The vista, not the endpoint, matters.” 


In this, Rorty’s pragmatism is very like the anarchism | have sketched out, at length, in my 
previous book, Black Flag. This is because the upshot of this Rortian attitude is that, if 
there really is a thing called “Truth” separate from human imagination of it, a forced 
view (Utopian or otherwise), then it is irrelevant to us in any case. We have no plan, no 
preset destination, no prejudicial endpoint for, if we have practices of justification to 
equally interested peers (i.e. a relationship of conversational politics), then utilising 
these practices will get us the thing that we seek anyway. Extra honorifics (now 
specifically referring to Rorty’s context of inquiry) for anything that is the result of these 
practices called “Truth” is basically empty praise. It does nothing so it achieves nothing. 
What actually matters is where we want to go (and so our politics and its results) and 
everything else is but tools to that end. On this the pragmatist and the anarchist (but not 
the gender critic) entirely agree. Thus, Rorty can quote German philosopher, Martin 
Heidegger, with approval when he says “In philosophy, ‘reality’ is a term of value or 
choice.” It is not a term of arbitrating Fact. It is an empty honorific - as is its then 
imagined “Truth” such as the gender critic’s “immutable biology” or “objective reality”. It 
is an appeal to an unquestionable God, a non-avoidable arbiter, an attempt to put the 


rhetorical opponent into a relation of obeisance to such a God. But there is no such God. 
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Such arbitrating “Truth” is then all of a piece with “correspondence to Reality” and, 
indeed, “Reality” as an objective idea itself. Rorty can tell a (necessarily philosophical) 


story about this too: 


“Despite the efforts of (Hilary) Putnam and (Juergen) Habermas to clarify the notion of 
‘ideal epistemic situation’, that notion seems to me no more useful than that of 
‘correspondence to reality’, or any of the other notions which philosophers have used to 
provide an interesting gloss on the word ‘true’. Furthermore, | think that any ‘absoluteness' 
which is supposedly ensured by appeal to such notions is equally well ensured if, with 
(Donald) Davidson, we insist that human belief cannot swing free of the nonhuman 
environment and that, as Davidson insists, most of our beliefs (most of anybody's beliefs) 
must be true.' For this insistence gives us everything we wanted to get from 'realism' 
without invoking the slogan that 'the real and the true are "independent of our beliefs" '-a 


slogan which, Davidson rightly says, it is futile either to accept or to reject. 


Davidson's claim that a truth theory for a natural language is nothing more or less than an 
empirical explanation of the causal relations which hold between features of the 
environment and the holding true of sentences, seems to me all the guarantee we need that 
we are, always and everywhere, ‘in touch with the world’. If we have such a guarantee, then 
we have all the insurance we need against ‘relativism’ and ‘arbitrariness’. For Davidson tells 
us that we can never be more arbitrary than the world lets us be. So even if there is no Way 
the World Is, even if there is no such thing as 'the intrinsic nature of reality’, there are still 
causal pressures. These pressures will be described in different ways at different times and 


for different purposes, but they are pressures none the less. 
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The claim that ‘pragmatism is unable to account for the absoluteness of truth' confuses two 
demands: the demand that we explain the relation between the world and our claims to 
have true beliefs and the specifically epistemological demand either for present certainty or 
for a path guaranteed to lead to certainty, if only in the infinitely distant future. The first 
demand is traditionally met by saying that our beliefs are made true by the world, and that 
they correspond to the way things are. Davidson denies both claims. He and (John) Dewey 
agree that we should give up the idea that knowledge is an attempt to represent reality. 
Rather, we should view inquiry as a way of using reality. So the relation between our truth 
claims and the rest of the world is causal rather than representational. It causes us to hold 
beliefs, and we continue to hold the beliefs which prove to be reliable guides to getting 
what we want. Goodman is right to say that there is no one Way the World Is, and so no one 
way it is to be accurately represented. But there are lots of ways to act so as to realize 
human hopes of happiness. The attainment of such happiness is not something distinct from 


the attainment of justified belief; rather, the latter is a special case of the former. 


Pragmatists realize that this way of thinking about knowledge and truth makes certainty 
unlikely. But they think that the quest for certainty - even as a long-term goal - is an 
attempt to escape from the world. So they interpret the usual hostile reactions to their 
treatment of truth as an expression of resentment, resentment at being deprived of 
something which earlier philosophers had mistakenly promised. Dewey urges that the quest 
for certainty be replaced with the demand for imagination - that philosophy should stop 
trying to provide reassurance and instead encourage what Emerson called 'self-reliance’. To 
encourage self-reliance, in this sense, is to encourage the willingness to turn one's back 
both on the past and on the attempt of ‘the classical philosophy of Europe' to ground the 


past in the eternal. It is to attempt Emersonian self-creation on a communal scale. To say 
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that one should replace knowledge by hope is to say much the same thing: that one should 
stop worrying about whether what one believes is well grounded and start worrying about 
whether one has been imaginative enough to think up interesting alternatives to one's- 
present beliefs. As (Cornel) West says, ‘For Emerson, the goal of activity is not simply 
domination, but also provocation; the telos of movement and flux is not solely mastery, but 


also stimulation.” 


What Rorty brings out here is that the authoritarian — my example here is the gender 
critics Helen Joyce and Kathleen Stock — exactly want to use “Truth”, the objective, 
unarguable kind before which people must kneel, mouths closed, as an invention exactly 
For the purposes of putting people into such a relation. The only purpose of such “Truth” 
is to make obedient acolytes of all who come under its sway. Authoritarians like Joyce 
and Stock deploy this consistently throughout their various gender critical tomes and 
they should for it is characteristic of the authoritarian to do this. Rorty, however, tells 
another story, one in which the God “Truth” simply has no need to exist. Here, in Fact, is 


some more of that story From the same essay: 


“a believer who is (unlike a child or a psychotic) a fully fledged member of her community 
will always be able to produce justification for most of her beliefs - justification which 
meets the demands of that community. There is, however, no reason to think that the 
beliefs she is best able to justify are those which are most likely to be true, nor that those 
she is least able to justify are those which are most likely to be false. The fact that most 
beliefs are justified is, like the fact that most beliefs are true, merely one more consequence 
of the holistic character of belief-ascription. That, in turn, is a consequence of the fact that 


beliefs which are expressed as meaningful sentences necessarily have lots of predictable 
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inferential connections with lots of other meaningful sentences. We cannot, no matter how 
hard we try, continue to hold a belief which we have tried, and conspicuously failed, to 
weave together with our other beliefs into a justificatory web. No matter how much! want 
to believe an unjustifiable belief, | cannot will myself into doing so. The best | can do is 
distract my own attention from the question of why | hold certain beliefs. For most matters 
of common concern, however, my community will insist that | attend to this question. So 
such distraction is only feasible for private obsessions, such as my conviction that some day 


my lucky number will win the jackpot. 


lt may seem strange to say that there is no connection between justification and truth. This 
is because we are inclined to say that truth is the aim of inquiry. But | think we pragmatists 
must grasp the nettle and say that this claim is either empty or false. Inquiry and 
justification have lots of mutual aims, but they do not have an overarching aim called truth. 
Inquiry and justification are activities we language-users cannot help engaging in; we do 
not need a goal called 'truth' to help us do so, any more than our digestive organs need a 
goal called health to set them to work. Language-users can no more help justifying their 
beliefs and desires to one another than stomachs can help grinding up foodstuffs. The 
agenda for our digestive organs is set by the particular foodstuffs being processed, and the 
agenda for our justifying activity is provided by the diverse beliefs and desires we encounter 
in our fellow language-users. There would only be a ‘higher’ aim of inquiry called 'truth' if 
there were such a thing as ultimate justification - justification before God, or before the 


tribunal of reason, as opposed to any merely finite human audience. 


But, given a Darwinian picture of the world, there can be no such tribunal. For such a 


tribunal would have to envisage all the alternatives to a given belief and know everything 
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that was relevant to criticism of every such alternative. Such a tribunal would have to have 
what Putnam calls a 'God's eye view'- a view which took in not only every feature of the 
world as described in a given set of terms, but that feature under every other possible 
description as well. For if it did not, there would remain the possibility that it was as fallible 
as the tribunal which sat in judgment on Galileo, a tribunal which we condemn for having 
required justification of new beliefs in old terms. If Darwin is right, we can no more make 
sense of the idea of such a tribunal than we can make sense of the idea that biological 
evolution has an aim. Biological evolution produces ever new species, and cultural evolution 
produces ever new audiences, but there is no such thing as the species which evolution has 


in view, nor any such thing as the ‘aim of inquiry’.” 


Rorty’s point about there not being such an aim of inquiry as “Truth”, then, is actually the 
point he makes in the other essay | mentioned above addressing truth specifically in its 
title, “Universality and Truth” from Pragmatism as Anti-Authoritarianism. There Rorty says 
“you cannot aim at something, cannot work to get it, unless you can recognize it once 
you've got it” and the problem for the (gender critical) fans of the God “Truth” is that 
they could not so recognise it. Its simply an arbitrary claim, the arbitrary claim “This is 
the truth. You may not challenge it. Kneel before it” — much as the theist insists their God 
is real and you had better kneel or else. As such, Rorty concludes in the same essay that 
“the topic of truth cannot be made relevant to democratic politics” — which is the type of 
politics he prefers although | shall come onto more specific meanings of that in Rorty’s 
rhetoric later. What is important here is the link between such a politics — which is how 
communities will articulate their common existence in a shared space — and the claimed 


need For this God “Truth”. OF this Rorty says in “Universality and Truth”: 
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“Habermas, like Putnam, believes that ‘reason cannot be naturalized.’ Both philosophers 
think it important to insist on this point in order to avoid the ‘relativism’ which seems to 
them to put democratic politics on a par with totalitarian politics. Both think it important 
to say that the former sort of politics is more rational than the latter. | do not think that we 
should say this, because | do not think that the notion of ‘rationality’ can be stretched this 
far. We should admit that we have no neutral ground to stand on when we defend such 
politics against its opponents. If we do not admit this, | think we can rightly be accused of 
attempting to smuggle our own social practices into the definition of something universal 
and ineluctable, because presupposed by the practices of any and every language-user. It 
would be franker, and therefore better, to say that democratic politics can no more appeal 


to such presuppositions than can anti-democratic politics, but is none the worse for that.” 


What Rorty is concerned to avoid in his philosophical construction of debate or inquiry is 
the idea that we take our principles and make them God's principles — in effect make 
them the God everyone is duty-bound to obey. So we call them “Rationality” or “Reality” 
or “Truth”. But, really, they are just what we happen to think by whatever lived routes we 
took to arrive at the people we are today. But these are not Gods, says Rorty, these are 
merely our culturally conditioned contingencies (Nietzsche’s “interpretations”, “errors” 
or boundaries). What we need to own, thinks Rorty, is that we are not authoritarians 
claiming the rights of gods over those who disagree with us. We should then abandon 
“the logocentric idea that knowledge is the distinctively human capacity (and) leave 
room for the idea that democratic citizenship is better suited for that role. The latter is 
what we human beings should take most pride in, should make central to our self- 


image.” We should then instead covet “The idea of communal self-creation, of realizing a 


dream which has no justification in unconditional claims to universal validity.” We should 
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value “Dewey's idea that we are special because we can take charge of our own 
evolution, take ourselves in directions which have neither precedent nor justification in 
either biology or history.” So here, in this circumstance, it is not then at all that Joyce 
and Stock are right or wrong: it is that they claim to have Found God and told us to obey 
him that’s the problem. (OF course, | also think they are wrong on the “material Facts” 


too but | shall come to that later in the chapter.) 


As Rorty explains these beliefs for himself, he says: 


“My grounding premise, that you can only work for what you could recognize, is a corollary 
of (William) James's principle that a difference has to make a difference to practice before 
it is worth discussing. The only difference between truth and justification which makes such 
a difference is, as far as | can see, the difference between old audiences and new audiences. 
So | take the appropriate pragmatist attitude toward truth to be: it is no more necessary to 
have a philosophical theory about the nature of truth, or the meaning of the word “true,” 
than it is to have one about the nature of danger, or the meaning of the word “danger.” The 
principal reason we have a word like “danger” in the language is to caution people: to warn 
them that they may not have envisaged all the consequences of their proposed action. We 
pragmatists, who think that beliefs are habits of action rather than attempts to correspond 
to reality, see the cautionary use of the word “true” as flagging a special sort of danger. We 
use it to remind ourselves that people in different circumstances—people facing future 
audiences—may not be able to justify the belief which we have triumphantly justified to all 


the audiences we have encountered.” 
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“Truth” for Rorty, then, is really just an intersubjective marker, a rhetorical statement of 
confidence in a belief that the speaker imagines will stand the test of intersubjective 
inquiry. It is not an ontologically or metaphysically demonstrable assertion that must be 
the case regardless of what anybody thinks about it. And it could not be for to make such 
claims any speaker would need to have knowledge of things beyond the human. They 


would have to be what humans have called God. 


There is No God Called Reality 


In both Philosophy and Social Hope and Pragmatism as Anti-Authoritarianism Richard 
Rorty has papers and essays addressing what he variously calls “pan-relationalism”’ or, 
sometimes, “anti-essentialism”. When we come to argue that “there is no God called 
Reality” this is what we are concerned with in Rorty’s rhetoric. | could easily show what 
this is For Rorty from his essay “A World without Substances or Essences” but since this 
shares considerable text with the lecture “Pan-Relationalism” from Pragmatism as Anti- 


Authoritarianism | shall concentrate on the latter lecture instead. 


The basic point here is that Rorty asks us to consider that no “thing” (not dogs, sweaters, 
cups, human beings, bags of cement or the universe as a whole) has what would be 
regarded as its “essence”. Another way to describe “essence” in that sentence might be 
“inherent nature”. Another might be “reality”. For, says Rorty, there is no descriptionless, 
“innate” reality of a thing, something “that makes it what it is” or that is some “identity 
beyond words” of the thing. This is interesting in my context here if only because gender 
critics like Joyce and Stock (and their billionaire literary Friends) insist that transgender 


activists regard “gender” as just such a thing (as in the first of Stock’s items in her list of 


405 


Four things which make up “gender ideology” in Material Girls). | don’t think they do in 
general (and | think they have been misunderstood if others, or even they themselves, 
think that they do) but it seems that gender critics have put themselves into such an 
intellectual position that this is the only way they can see it. Regardless of this fact, both 
Rorty, and | myself Following his philosophical lead, think this is a very bad idea For it is 
that idea which, in human discourse, leads to thinking of such an essentialised reality as a 


non-human God, yet another authority to do obeisance to. 


Rorty’s opinion is basically that such a view is a choice — but a bad choice (for we have, 
and should have, no non-human gods). His own view, put simply, is that “the sentences of 
our language merely relate things to other things.” Such an understanding is not talking 
about the essences or innate identities of things; it is talking about things as a system of 
relationships, each of which, in and through these relationships, gives meaning to the 


1 a 


other. So here, in a much longer description of Rorty’s “pan-relationalism”, we are: 


“trying to replace the various world-pictures constructed with the aid of... Greek oppositions 
by the picture of a flux of continually changing relations, relations whose terms are 
themselves dissoluble into a nexus of further relations. One obvious consequence of their 
pan-relationalism is to say that they do not make a distinction between intrinsic, non- 
relational and extrinsic, relational properties. Another is that they have no use for modal 
distinctions, and in particular for the sort of distinction between necessary and contingent 
properties which essentialists... use to draw the line between essence and accident, and 
which (others) use to draw the line between conditions of possibility and conditions of 
actuality. By dropping (the) distinction between the physical and the metaphysical, and 


(the) distinction between conceptual and physical prehensions, they produce a pan- 
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relationalism in which no relations are more essential to anything than any other, except 


under some particular description of that thing. 


One obvious advantage of pan-relationalism is that it lets one put aside the distinction 
between subject and object, between the elements in human knowledge contributed by the 
mind and those contributed by the world. It does so by saying that nothing is what it is 
under any and every description of it. We can make use of what it is as undescribed, apart 
from its relations to the human needs and interests which have generated one or another 
description. This is the move which leads to charges of “idealism” or “linguisticism” or 
“losing touch with the world” to be brought against the pan-relationalists. They reply to this 
charge... by urging that once we cease to describe knowing about something as 
representing its intrinsic nature accurately, and thereby break representational links to the 
world, we still have causal links. Anybody who grants that the world has the causal power 
to change our descriptions of it, they claim, should be immune from accusations of 


subjectivism and relativism. 


Most of the philosophers | have identified as pan-relationalists could, | hope, be persuaded 
to accept the following argument. A property is simply a hypostatized predicate, so there 
are no properties which are incapable of being captured in language. Predication is a way of 
relating things to other things, a way of hooking up bits of the universe with other bits of 
the universe, or, if you like, as a way of spotlighting certain webs of relationships rather 
than other webs. All properties, therefore, are hypostatizations of webs of relationships. 
Whether you think of those relationships realistically, as somehow there before the 
inventions of the predicates, or whether you think of them anti-realistically, as coming into 


existence along with such inventions, is a matter of complete indifference. That is a 


407 


paradigm of the kind of question which pragmatists dismiss as making no difference to 


practice, and therefore making no difference tout court.” 


Another way to put this, a simple way, | will admit, yet one that Fits with what has been 
said already by Rorty in my description of his views, is that language is an articulation of 
imagination which puts our experience of reality to use. Language is a sociological and 
cultural set of imaginative tools for actualising our desires and our ideas rather than that 
Faculty which gets reality right. We do not, and have never, as Darwin’s evolutionary 
creatures (as ALL plants and animals!), actually needed to get reality right (even if you 
assumed we could get reality right). We just need to know that if we get it wrong 
enough then we may get into trouble relying on our uses of it. Language imagines bits of 
reality in relation to other bits. But it should not imagine to make it into Reality, a God 
for us to bow down before such as Joyce and Stock do in their books, wielding the 
Reality they call the human body in opponents’ faces in order to scare them into 
obeisance in regard to what they can and can’t do with it. We should, instead, be pan- 


relationalist about language and about reality For: 


“To be a pan-relationalist means never using the terms ‘objective’ or ‘subjective’ except in 
the context of some well-defined expert culture in which we can distinguish between 
adherence to the procedures which lead the experts to agree and refusal so to adhere. It 
also means never asking whether a description is better suited to an object than another 
description without being able to answer the question ‘what purpose is this description 
supposed to serve?’ That question is never to be answered ‘to get the object right’ or ‘to 
represent the object accurately.’ Pan-relationalists are pragmatists because they do not 


take such purposes seriously. They cannot do so, because explicating what is meant by 
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getting right or representing accurately requires making some of the objects properties 
essential and some accidental. If you are a pan-relationalist you are automatically a 


pragmatist.” 


So, instead of the non-human authority “Reality” (with its consequent “Objective Truth” 


and its ocular view of Knowledge) Rorty offers us the Following idea: 


“We suggest that you think of all such objects as resembling numbers in the following 
respect: there is nothing to be known about them except an infinitely large, and forever 


expansible, web of relations to other objects. 


There is no point in asking for terms of relations which are not themselves relations, for 
everything that can serve as the term of a relation can be dissolved into another set of 
relations, and so on forever. There are, so to speak, relations all the way down and all the 
way out in every direction; you never reach something which is not just one more nexus of 
relations. The system of natural numbers is a good model of the universe because in that 
system it is obvious, and obviously harmless, that there are no terms of relations which are 
not simply clusters of further relations. To say that relations go all the way down is a 
corollary of what (Wilfred) Sellars called ‘psychological nominalism,’ that is, of the doctrine 
that there is nothing to be known about anything save what is stated in sentences 
describing it. For every sentence about an object is an explicit or implicit description of its 
relation to one or more other objects. So if there is no knowledge by acquaintance, no 
knowledge which does not take the form of a sentential attitude, then there is nothing to 
be known about anything save its relations to other things. To insist that there is a 


difference between a non-relational (order of being) and a relational (order of knowing) is, 


409 


inevitably, to recreate the Kantian thing-in-itself. To make that move is to substitute a 
nostalgia for immediacy, to substitute the hope of salvation by a non-human power for the 
utopian hopes for a self-made human future. It is to reinvent what Heidegger called ‘the 
onto-theological tradition,’ a tradition which binds Aristotle to Kant, and which cannot 


survive without modal distinctions. 


For psychological nominalists, no description of an object is more a description of the ‘real’ 
as opposed to the ‘apparent’ object than any other, nor are any of them descriptions of, so 
to speak, the object's relation to itself—of its identity with its own essence. Some of them, 
to be sure, are better descriptions than others. But this betterness is a matter of being more 
useful tools—tools which accomplish some human purpose better than do competing 


descriptions.” 


So we just think of things in terms of a system of relations none of which is anymore 
“essential” of the thing it imagines to describe than any other. Its usefulness as a 
description is articulated precisely in and by its use and purpose, by the relations it calls 
upon and makes use of and can be imagined in terms of. Here there can be no talk of a 


God or authority but merely of a reality, horizontally-conceived, of infinite relations. 


Now we get into the world of the pan-relationalists’ opponents who insist, banging a 
nearby table as if this were evidence (or dragging in a human body if they were Helen 
Joyce or Kathleen Stock), that “reality is real” because | can hit it or throw it at you or 


point to it or poke it and such like. But, says Rorty, using the table example: 
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“all that we know about this hard, substantial, table—about the thing that gets related as 
opposed to its relations—is that certain sentences are true of it. For example, the following 
sentences: it is rectangular, it is brown, it is ugly, made out of a tree, smaller than a house, 
larger than a mouse, less luminous than a star, and so on and on. There is nothing to be 
known about an object except what sentences are true of it. The pan-relationalists’ 
argument thus comes down to saying that since all sentences can do is to relate objects to 
one another, every sentence which describes an object will, implicitly or explicitly, attribute 
a relational property to it. So we should substitute a picture of language as a way of 
hooking objects up to one another for the picture of language as a veil interposed between 


us and objects... 


... (So) the anti-essentialist reiterates that if you want to know what the table really, 
intrinsically, is, the best answer you are going to get is ‘that of which the following 
statements are true: it is brown, ugly, painful to banging hands, capable of being stumbled 
over, made of atoms, and so on and on.’ The painfulness, the solidity, and the causal powers 
of the table are on all fours with its brownness and its ugliness. Just as you do not get on 
more intimate terms with the number 17 by discovering its square root, you do not get on 
more intimate terms with the table, closer to its intrinsic nature, by hitting it than by 
looking at it or talking about it. All that hitting it, or decomposing it into atoms, does is to 
enable you to relate it to a few more things. It does not take you out of language into fact, 
or out of appearance into reality, or out of a remote and disinterested relationship into a 
more immediate and intense relationship. The point of this little exchange is, once again, 
that the pan-relationalist denies that there is a way to pick out an object from the rest of 


the universe except as the object of which a certain set of sentences is true.” 
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What this means is we cannot make claim to some hidden authority behind language 


called “Reality” from which language is somehow keeping us. As Rorty puts this: 


“Just as the utterance of a noun conveys no information to people who are unfamiliar with 
adjectives and verbs, so there is no way to convey information except by relating something 
to something else. Only in the context of a sentence, we are told on good authority, does a 
word have meaning. But that means that there is no way of getting behind language to 
some more immediate non-linguistic form of acquaintance with what we are talking about. 
Only when linked up with some other parts of speech does a noun have a use, and only as 
the term of a relation can an object be an object of knowledge. There is no knowledge of 
the subject without knowledge of what sentences referring to it are true, just as there is no 


knowledge of anumber without knowledge of its relations to other numbers.” 


This amounts to saying that human acquaintance with things is a linguistic, related kind 
of acquaintance and that, as human beings must live in a breathable atmosphere in order 
to survive, so they must also live submerged in such a linguistic, related kind of 
intellectual world in order to make use of the world they inhabit. Rorty is saying that 
there is no more intimate relation than this with our universe to be had — and certainly 


not one in which we can claim to have found, and touched, God. So: 


“For us anti-essentialists this temptation to think that we have eluded our human finitude 
by seeing ourselves under the aspect of elementary particles is just one more attempt to 
create a divinity—a god of power—and then to claim a share in the divine life. The trouble 
with all such attempts is that the need to be God is just one more human need. Or, to put 


the point less invidiously, the project of seeing all our needs from the point of view of 
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someone without any such needs is just one more human project. Stoic absence of passion, 
Zen absence of will, Heideggerian Gelassenheit, and physics-as-the-absolute-conception-of- 
reality are, from this angle, just so many variations on a single project—the project of 


escaping from time and chance... 


(Yet) seeing ourselves as participating in the divine life by describing ourselves under the 
aspect of eternity is not an illusion or a confusion—it is just one more attempt to satisfy one 
more human need. Seeing ourself as at last in touch, through physical science, with the 
ultimate nature of reality is also not an illusion or a confusion. It is one more human project 


which may, like all human projects, eclipse the possibility of other, incompatible, projects... 


(So) the fact of antecedent existence is of no use in giving sense to the question ‘What are 
trees and stars apart from their relations to other things—apart from our statements about 
them?’ Nor is it of any help in giving sense to the skeptic’s claim that trees and stars have 
non-relational, intrinsic essences which may, alas, be beyond our ken. If that claim is to have 
a clear meaning, we have to be able to say something more about what is beyond our ken, 
what we are deprived of. Otherwise, we are stuck with Kant’s unknowable thing-in-itself. 
From the pan-relationalist’s point of view the Kantian lament that we are forever trapped 
behind the veil of subjectivity is merely the pointless, because tautologous, claim that 


something we defined as being beyond our knowledge is, alas, beyond our knowledge.” 


As a consequence of all this, it seems to me that we must come to agree with Rorty 


when he says: 
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“Unless one believes, with Aristotle, that there is a difference between knowing and using, 
that there is a purpose called ‘knowing the truth’ distinct from all other purposes, one will 
not think of one description of A as ‘more accurate’ than another... For accuracy, like utility, 
is a matter of adjusting the relation between an object and other objects, a matter of 
putting an object in a profitable context. It is not a matter of getting the object right, in the 


Aristotelian sense of seeing it as it is, apart from its relations to other things.” 


All this, it seems to me, does away with the idea of the God, Reality, a non-human 
authority we must acknowledge and do appropriate obeisance to. It does this for it is 
revealed as just one possible view amongst numerous possible views we could take on 
the fact of the obvious causal material constraints (which are actually just our mundane 
interactions with the world) that we all must cope with every day. This capitalised 
“Reality” is then not a forced view and may certainly not even be the most expedient or 
pragmatic view. Where it is required or imposed it is then but an example of 
authoritarian arbitrariness — as it is, in my view, in the cases of Helen Joyce, Kathleen 
Stock and gender critical rhetoric about human bodies generally. Yet, to this, Richard 


Rorty replies: 


“Since nothing has an intrinsic nature, neither do human beings. But we are happy to admit 
that human beings are unique in a certain respect: they do stand in a set of relations to 
other objects which no other objects stand in to anything. Or, more exactly, we have to 
admit that normal, adult, properly socialized and trained human beings stand in a unique 
set of relations. These human beings are able to use language, and so they are able to 
describe things. As far as we know, nothing else is able to describe things. Numbers and 


physical forces can be greater than each other, but they do not describe each other as 
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greater. We so describe them. Plants and the other animals can interact, but their success in 
these interactions is not a matter of their finding increasingly more profitable 


redescriptions of each other. Our success is a matter of finding such redescriptions... 


We can give what (John) Locke called a ‘plain, historical, account’ of how animals came to 
talk. But we cannot give a plain historical account of how they stopped coping with reality 
and began representing it, much less of how they stopped being merely phenomenal beings 


and began to constitute the phenomenal world. 


We can, of course, stick with Kant and insist that Darwin, like Newton, is merely a story 
about phenomena, and that transcendental stories have precedence over empirical stories. 
But the hundred-odd years spent absorbing and improving on Darwin's empirical story have, 
| suspect and hope, made us unable to take transcendental stories seriously. In the course of 
those years we have gradually substituted a making a better future—a utopian, 
democratic, society—for ourselves, for the attempt to see ourselves from outside of time 
and history. Pan-relationalism is one expression of that shift. The willingness to see 


philosophy as helping us to change ourselves rather than to know ourselves is another.” 


There is No God Called Morality 


Now one of the biggest and most influential of all gods (non-human authorities) that 
human beings have ever created is named Morality and, as you might expect, Richard 
Rorty wants to take this Morality and start deconstructing it, making it squishy and 
wishy-washy, until it turns into something that isn’t, and couldn’t Function as, a Morality 


at all. He starts here by talking about “the distinctions between morality and prudence, 
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morality and expediency, and morality and self-interest” in the essay “Ethics without 
Principles” in Philosophy and Social Hope but soon comes to the conclusion that “Morality 
is simply a new and controversial custom. Our sense that prudence is unheroic and 
morality heroic is merely the recognition that testing out the relatively untried is more 
dangerous, more risky, than doing what comes naturally.” Here, in fact, Rorty’s major 


rhetoric on this subject is, as we have heard before now several times, that: 


“The trouble with aiming at truth is that you would not know when you had reached it, 
even if you had in fact reached it. But you can aim at ever more justification, the 
assuagement of ever more doubt. Analogously, you cannot aim at ‘doing what is right’, 
because you will never know whether you have hit the mark. Long after you are dead, 
better informed and more sophisticated people may judge your action to have been a tragic 
mistake, just as they may judge your scientific beliefs as intelligible only by reference to an 
obsolete paradigm. But you can aim at ever more sensitivity to pain, and ever greater 
satisfaction of ever more various needs. Pragmatists think that the idea of something 
nonhuman luring us human beings on should be replaced with the idea of getting more and 
more human beings into our community - of taking the needs and interests and views of 
more and more diverse human beings into account. Justificatory ability is its own reward. 
There is no need to worry about whether we will also be rewarded with a sort of immaterial 


medal labelled 'Truth' or ‘Moral Goodness’. 


The idea of a 'God's eye view' to which science continually approximates is of a piece with 
the idea of 'the moral law' to which social custom, in periods of moral progress, continually 
approximates. The ideas of ‘discovering the intrinsic nature of physical reality’ and of 


‘clarifying our unconditional moral obligations' are equally distasteful to pragmatists, 
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because both presuppose the existence of something nonrelational, something exempt 
from the vicissitudes of time and history, something unaffected by changing human 
interests and needs. Both ideas are to be replaced, pragmatists think, by metaphors of 
width rather than of height or depth. Scientific progress is a matter of integrating more and 
more data into a coherent web of belief - data from microscopes and telescopes with data 
obtained by the naked eye, data forced into the open by experiments with data which have 
always been lying about. It is not a matter of penetrating appearance until one comes upon 
reality. Moral progress is a matter of wider and wider sympathy. It is not a matter of rising 
above the sentimental to the rational. Nor is it a matter of appealing from lower, possibly 
corrupt, local courts to a higher court which administers an ahistorical, incorruptible, 


transcultural moral law.” 


This should all be Fairly intelligible supposing you have Followed Rorty's arguments so Far 
— for they are all broadly the same arguments. They are arguments that say we are not 
looking For intimate contact with God but justification to ourselves as to our peers. Thus, 
as Rorty explains in the opening to his seventh lecture in Pragmatism as Anti- 
Authoritarianism which is somewhat parallel to “Ethics without Principles” (there it is 


titled “Ethics without Universal Obligations”): 


“ (Previously) | suggested that we think of pragmatism as an attempt to alter our self-image 
so as to make it consistent with the Darwinian claim that we differ from other animals 
simply in the complexity of our behavior. To adopt this image of ourselves as exceptionally 
clever animals is to set aside the Greek way of distinguishing ourselves from the brutes. 
Plato and Aristotle suggested that the other animals lived in a world of sensory 


appearance, that their lives consisted in adjusting to the changes of these appearances, and 
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that they were thus incapable of knowing, for knowledge consists in penetrating behind 
appearance to reality. We humans can do something quite different from adjusting to 
changing conditions, for we can know; we can accurately represent the intrinsic and 


unchanging natures of the things around us. 


Pragmatists offer an account of inquiry—both in physics and ethics—as the search for 
adjustment, and in particular for the kind of adjustment to our fellow humans which we call 
‘the search for justification and agreement.’ | have been arguing that we should substitute 
the latter search for the traditional quest for truth. Such a substitution would let us think of 
knowing as just a more complex means of adjusting, and would thereby let us see our 


faculties as continuous with those of the brutes. 


| have also portrayed pragmatism as a generalized form of anti-essentialism—as an 
attempt to break down the distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic features of things. By 
thinking of everything as relational through and through, pragmatists attempt to get rid of 
the contrast between reality and appearance—between the way things are in themselves 
and the way they appear to us, or the way we represent them, or the way we talk about 
them. In particular, they insist that we can only talk about things under more or less 
optional descriptions of them, descriptions dictated by our own human needs, and that this 
is not a spiritual or epistemological disaster. Pragmatists hope to make it impossible for the 
skeptic to raise the question, ‘Is our knowledge of things adequate to the way things really 
are?’ They substitute for this traditional question the practical question: are our ways of 
describing things, or relating them to other things so as to cope with them better by making 
them fulfill our needs more adequately, as good as possible? Or can we do better? Can our 


future be made better than our present?” 
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This, then, is the broad Rortian position and, as he just said himself, he sees it as applying 
to physics and to ethics equally. The question For us here though, in trying to show that 
there is no God called Morality, is “What does this look like in a moral context?” In this 
lecture Rorty lays out his vision in regard to this, first, when he says that “There is no 
distinction of kind, for pragmatists..., between what is useful and what is right... The 
utilitarians were right when they coalesced the moral and the useful.” This, however, all 
perhaps sounds a bit dangerous to the person who has been taught all their life that 
“the moral” or “the good” are definite things, things separate From the volatile and 
partisan imaginings of human beings. As a consequence, Rorty goes on to fill out John 
Dewey’s comparison of language with morality in an effort to show how what we now 
call “morality” is, in Fact, just more survival skills and adapting to environments, the 
“what is useful to human beings with purposes” that makes this sound a more Darwinian, 


evolutionary, survivalist thing and less a divine, authoritative thing. He says: 


“The point of Dewey's analogy between language and morality is that there was no decisive 
moment at which language stopped being a series of reactions to the behavior of other 
humans and started to represent reality. Similarly, there was no point at which practical 
reasoning stopped being prudential and became specifically moral, no point at which it 


stopped being merely useful and started being authoritative. 


Dewey's reply to those who, like Kant, think of morality as stemming from a specifically 
human faculty called ‘reason,’ and of prudence as something shared with the brutes, is that 
the only thing that is specifically human is language. But the history of language is a 
seamless story of gradually increasing complexity. The story of how we got from 


Neanderthal grunts and nudges to German philosophical treatises is no more discontinuous 
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than the story of how we got from the amoebae to the anthropoids. The two stories are 
parts of one larger story. Cultural evolution takes over from biological evolution without a 
break. From an evolutionary point of view, there is no difference between the grunts and 
the treatises save complexity. Yet the difference between the language-using and the mute 
animals, and the difference between cultures which do not engage in conscious, collective, 
moral deliberation and cultures which do, are as important and obvious as ever, even 
though they are differences of degree. On Dewey's view, philosophers who have sharply 
distinguished reason from experience, or morality from prudence, have tried to turn an 
important difference of degree into a difference of metaphysical kind. They have thereby 


constructed problems for themselves which are as insoluble as they are artificial.” 


The upshot of this argument is that “Morality” is not a non-human authority before 
which we must bow. It is just another hardened human practice which has ossified into 
custom. We are no more obliged to follow it because of “what it is” than we are because 
we want to be in step with our fellows in amongst whom we live. And, even in that 
situation, we always have the opportunity to discuss with them ways in which we might 


change or act, instead, in novel ways. Morality, in this case, is then no God. 


There is No God called Rights 


In “Ethics without Principles” Rorty’s morality talk leads into talk about “rights” or 
“human rights” or, most bold of all, “Inalienable human rights”. Rorty also refers here to 
“unconditional human rights” which we must imagine as “rights that accrue to every 
human being simply by Fact of birth and so existence”. Gender critics like Helen Joyce or 


Kathleen Stock, in Fact, will often be heard talking about “sex-based rights” which are 
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the rights they imagine to have (and, to be clear, there are “imagining” here) by Fact of 
their body's morphology. One imagines they might believe in human rights too — but we 


hear rather less about that From the likes of them (for trans people are humans too). 


Now, at any point in my life when | have intellectually considered the topic of such rights 
(bearing in mind a huge chapter of my book Black Flag was a vast interaction with 
Nietzsche on morality titled “The Fiction of Morality’), | have always come to the 
conclusion that, commonsensically, these rights simply don’t exist. At least, not by 
themselves they don’t. How can they? What is adjudicating such rights out there in the 
ether except us? The very name “human rights” (as a Klingon character in Star Trek VI: 
The Undiscovered Country once pointed out) seems to give the game away here. They are 
rights, perhaps imagined for very good reasons, that human beings thought up, and 
instantiated, amongst themselves. Where we think them up and give them political 
substance, they exist. Where we do not, they don’t. There is nothing very God-like, very 
“this is a non-human authority”, about any of this. Consequently, we find Rorty saying in 


“Ethics without Principles” that: 


“From a pragmatist's point of view, the notion of ‘inalienable human rights' is no better and 
no worse a slogan than that of ‘obedience to the will of God’. Either slogan, when invoked 
as an unmoved mover, is simply a way of saying that our spade is turned - that we have 
exhausted our argumentative resources. Talk of the will of God or of the rights of man, like 
talk of ‘the honour of the family’ or of 'the fatherland in danger’ are not suitable targets for 
philosophical analysis and criticism. It is fruitless to look behind them. None of these notions 


should be analyzed, for they are all ways of saying, 'Here | stand: | can do no other.” 
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Rorty consequently comes to the conclusion that “Both God and human rights are 


superstitions” and, as Far as that goes: 


“To say that God wills us to welcome the stranger within our gates is to say that hospitality 
is one of the virtues upon which our community most prides itself. To say that respect for 
human rights demanded our intervention to save the Jews from the Nazis, or the Bosnian 
Muslims from the Serbs, is to say that a failure to intervene would make us uncomfortable 
with ourselves, in the way in which knowledge that our neighbours are hungry while we 
have plenty on the table ourselves makes us unable to continue eating. To speak of human 
rights is to explain our actions by identifying ourselves with a community of like-minded 


persons - those who find it natural to act ina certain way... 


To debate the utility of the set of social constructs we call ‘human rights' is to debate the 
question of whether inclusivist societies are better than exclusivist ones. That is to debate 
the question of whether communities which encourage tolerance of harmless deviance 
should be preferred to those communities whose social cohesion depends on conformity, on 
keeping outsiders at a distance and on eliminating people who try to corrupt the youth. The 
best single mark of our progress toward a fully fledged human rights culture may be the 
extent to which we stop interfering with our children's marriage plans because of the 
national origin, religion, race, or wealth of the intended partner, or because the marriage 


will be homosexual rather than heterosexual... 


The language of human rights is no more or less characteristic of our species than 
languages which insist on racial or religious purity. Pragmatists suggest that we simply give 


up the philosophical search for commonality. They think that moral progress might be 
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accelerated if we focused instead on our ability to make the particular little things that 
divide us seem unimportant - not by comparing them with the one big thing that unites us 
but by comparing them with other little things. Pragmatists think of moral progress as more 
like sewing together a very large, elaborate, polychrome quilt, than like getting a clearer 
vision of something true and deep. As | remarked earlier, they like to replace traditional 
metaphors of depth or height with metaphors of breadth and extent. Convinced that there 
is no subtle human essence which philosophy might grasp, they do not try to replace 
superficiality with depth, nor to rise above the particular in order to grasp the universal. 
Rather, they hope to minimize one difference at a time - the difference between Christians 
and Muslims in a particular village in Bosnia, the difference between blacks and whites in a 
particular town in Alabama, the difference between gays and straights in a particular 
Catholic congregation in Quebec. The hope is to sew such groups together with a thousand 
little stitches - to invoke a thousand little commonalities between their members, rather 


than specify one great big one, their common humanity.” 


As such, not only are “Rights” not “non-human authorities” before which we must bow, 
they are explicit Fictions which only exist as human beings imagine them to be operative 
as terms of relations amongst themselves. Their existence is never anything else other 
than this. They are arguments for “good ideas”, good ideas about how people should 
relate to each other and under what circumstances they should interact with each other, 
but whether they are actually “good ideas” or not is always nothing other than a matter 
of debate for the relevant and entirely politically constructed communities concerned. 


“Rights” are then simply the outcome of politics — to which we now turn. 
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Politics 


You see, for Rorty, and I’m unaware he particularly concluded this himself in so many 
words but, regardless, | do conclude it this way anyway, everything ends up in POLITICS. 
But this is a politics which can, just as easily, be labelled “debate” or “inquiry” or 
“conversation” or “human social intercourse” or “communicative interaction in relation 
to procedures for Future cooperative endeavour”. Rorty always makes great play (and 
we've seen it throughout my extensive quotations of him) of what he regards as the 
superiority of “democratic politics” and that, in fact, is just another alternative 
description of the things just described. It is what Robert Brandom described as Rorty’s 
philosophy that no one should be bound by any obligation to which they did not bind 
themselves. It is the abrogation of non-human authorities over human beings that | have 
been discussing here now at some length. This “democratic politics” is a matter of our 
wants and desires and adaptation to our environment and its circumstances as social and 
socialised beings. Language, and the thought it makes possible, is perhaps its most 
useful tool. It is why Rorty makes the human future, the transformation of human 
communities into what they could become in regard to what they are now, the more 
important thing. It is why he imagines, in ethics and morality, that a “larger loyalty” is the 
imagined requirement (as demonstrated in the lecture “Justice as a Larger Loyalty” in 
Pragmatism as Anti-Authoritarianism). |f we turn to that piece, in Fact (and | now refer to 
the essay version published in the Fourth volume of his philosophical papers, Philosophy 


as Cultural Politics), we may be able to describe this attitude more adequately. 


Before getting to “Justice as a Larger Loyalty”, however, | want to gently introduce us to 


it via the essay previous to it in Philosophy as Cultural Politics which is called “Pragmatism 
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as Romantic Polytheism”. This is because it is relatively rare that Rorty addresses 
“politics” head on but he is, more often than not, talking about it tangentially in most 
things he discusses. This, in turn, is because the “democratic” politics Rorty discusses is 
often little more than “conversation” between interested parties. It is an attitude, a 
value, a preference for cooperative inquiry, and not turgid discussion about the workings 
of institutions or systems of government. At this vague and general level Rorty’s political 
instincts and his philosophical advice are very amenable to anarchist interpretation For 
all they consist in is exactly this. It is when Rorty does get more specific that he, from my 
anarchist perspective, veers wildly off course and starts eulogising “the West” as some 
sort of shining beacon of political values which, quite Frankly, | think is one-eyed 
horseshit blind to the death, destruction and misery (ideological and material) that it 
took — and still takes — to achieve it. For me, Rorty is Far too partisan For “the West” (with 
“America” as its paradigm example) and Far too blind in regard to what he notices about 
it. And that’s why | prefer him being vague about political values to being specific about 


what he imagines their particular achievements are. 


“Pragmatism as Romantic Polytheism”, however, is an essay about the multi-various ways 
in which human beings can develop and a eulogy to the Fact that they should so develop. 
It is an essay praising human diversity which regards such diversity as a necessarily 
desirable thing, as is shown in a quote from Wilhelm von Humboldt which John Stuart 


Mill used as an epigraph in his On Liberty. 


“The grand, leading principle, towards which every argument unfolded in these pages 
directly converges is the absolute and essential importance of human development in its 


richest diversity.” 
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This, For von Humboldt, Mill and Rorty, was a political value, an aspect, if not the goal, of 
their respective politics. But this is not going to be achieved if we recognise non-human 
authorities (such as those already discussed), thinks Rorty, and so we must “reject the 
idea that a non-human authority can rank human needs” — for it is human needs, and our 
ability to have and action those needs, which is the motivational driver of all our politics 
— and so this is something that we should be doing for, and from, ourselves. Rorty’s ideal 
solution here is that we “drop the idea of diverse immortal persons... but... retain the 
idea that there are diverse, conflicting, but equally valuable forms of human life.” We 
should note here immediately, then, that diversity (the kind of diversity which, for 
example, admits of heterosexual and homosexual people, or cis people and trans or non- 
binary people) is built into this From the start. This is an anti-Ffascism where fascism is the 
desire to Force people to all be a version of the same thing, a tightly policed community 
of relationships calculated to avoid a now undesirable diversity which is not a horizontal 
conversation between equals but the top down imposition of a blueprint. Rorty thinks of 
this as “polytheism” in the sense that we each choose our own “gods” but we do so 
accepting that each is Free to do so without arbitrary action being taken against us by 
our fellows who have other “gods”. Here “gods” and “the divine” have no material 
substance but are merely eulogising epithets For that which we choose to value in life. 
Rorty in Fact defines a “polytheist” of this type (one which, in his mind, encompasses the 
thinking of William James and Friedrich Nietzsche) in his terms as one who “think(s) that 
there is no possible or actual object of knowledge that would permit you to 
commensurate and rank all human needs” (which thus, once again, necessarily then 


removes “non-human authority” From our arguments and our politics). He continues: 
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“To be a polytheist in this sense you do not have to believe that there are non-human 
persons with power to intervene in human affairs. All you need do is abandon the idea that 
we should try to find a way of making everything hang together, which will tell all human 


beings what to do with their lives, and tell all of them the same thing. 


Polytheism, in the sense | have defined it, is pretty much coextensive with romantic 
utilitarianism. For once one sees no way of ranking human needs other than playing them 
off against one another, human happiness becomes all that matters. Mill's “On Liberty” 
provides all the ethical instruction you need — all the philosophical advice you are ever going 
to get about your responsibilities to other human beings. For human perfection becomes a 
private concern, and our responsibility to others becomes a matter of permitting them as 
much space to pursue these private concerns — to worship their own gods, so to speak — as is 
compatible with granting an equal amount of space to all. The tradition of religious 


toleration is extended to moral toleration. 


This privatization of perfection permits James and Nietzsche to agree with Mill... that 
poetry should take over the role that religion has played in the formation of individual 
human lives. They also agree that nobody should take over the function of the clergy. For 
poets are to a secularized polytheism what the priests of a universal church are to 
monotheism. Once you become polytheistic, you will turn away not only from priests but 
from such priest-substitutes as metaphysicians and physicists — from anyone who purports 
to tell you how things really are, anyone who invokes the distinction between the true 
world and the apparent world that Nietzsche ridiculed in “Twilight of the Idols”. Both 
monotheism and the kind of metaphysics or science that purports to tell you what the 


world is really like are replaced with democratic politics. A free consensus about how much 
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space for private perfection we can allow each other takes the place of the quest for 
‘objective’ values, the quest for a ranking of human needs that does not depend upon such 


consensus.” 


The basis of a Rortian politics is really all here: stop believing in non-human powers; stop 
trying to make everything “hang together” in one world picture that is constructed only 
to be used to batter people over the head with it until, under the Force of your violent 
assaults, they feel Forced to believe it too; stop ranking human needs; recognise the 
separability of private interests and public responsibilities; allow each other private 
space; replace authoritative Figures with a democratic politics of equals who can only 
bind themselves to things but cannot (and should not) be bound by others. Rorty here 
imagines a politics of necessarily private beings who just also happen to have public 
democratic responsibilities so we should stop telling people “what they have to think” or 
“how they have to behave” and start taking seriously the notion of genuinely democratic 


conversation that has political import. 


Here is where we can then also locate Rorty’s love for “intersubjective agreement” over 
“objectivity” and “justification to audiences” over “an aim of inquiry called Truth”: each 
are nothing more and nothing less than the expression of (he would say a pragmatic) 
desire For democratic interaction over authoritative imposition. Rorty would like that 
people took responsibility For their own ideas and desires rather than always trying to 
argue that, actually, they are on God's side and he is on theirs. Rorty believes that, on 
our own time, we can pretty much do what we like but, when engaged in necessarily 
public and cooperative endeavours, we have a duty to “reconcile our beliefs, our habits 


of action, with those of others”. This necessarily then must involve a commitment to 
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such cooperation with its reconciliatory consequences For “what has been Found to work 
is the idea of Fraternity and equality as a basis for social organization.” This, in Rorty’s 
mind, however, never stops being guided by “the sort of life you want” and is openly 
utopian in purpose since Rorty imagines society as an engine for “set(ting) free the 


capacities of human individuals” — as he quotes John Dewey. 


This leads us into “Justice as a Larger Loyalty” and, given this preamble through 
“romantic polytheism”, you may have some idea where we are headed. Here, again, Rorty 
is not exactly talking about politics but his politics, and political commitments in terms 
of values and ideas, come through regardless. Here Rorty wants to discuss “justice” given 
that the world is Full of different groups of people who each have their own ideas about 
it. Broadly speaking, Rorty wants to ask how we are supposed to all just get along (which 
is itself politics). One obvious way here, the way the gender critics have taken, is to bring 
out their gods, insist God is on their side, and require that all others obey their God. 
Obviously, Rorty cannot accept that. Instead, in this essay he begins by asking to whom 
people, quite naturally, have loyalty. The answer is, quite obviously, those most close to 
them, those most familiar. Most would expect, and receive, loyalty from Family and their 
best friends but would expect little from total strangers or those From completely 
different cultures with completely different beliefs. In this essay Rorty wants to 
envisage “justice” as a kind of “larger loyalty” to such people, potentially people like 
those latter examples as well as the former ones — and this, in itself, is an imaginary of a 


kind of politics. 


Rorty speaks of loyalty as a matter of “affectional relations” which is relevant to an 


anarchistic context such as my own where “affinity relations” are much in vogue as the 
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operational basis of any Freely associational community that is constructed free From 
arbitrary outside coercions. This is problematic from a philosophical point of view, 
however, for “affection” is “Feeling” and some philosophers imagine “Feeling” as inferior 
to “reason” or the intellect generally. Indeed, in our particular case here Helen Joyce and 
Kathleen Stock certainly imagine the “feeling” of “gender ideology” as inferior to the 
“reason” of “immutable and objectively real biology”. Rorty, of course, would here 
counsel us to beware of those who want to obligate us to non-human authorities all over 
again. No one, in his principle, may be bound to something to which they do not bind 
themselves in yet another enunciation of his anti-authoritarian attitude. This comes to 
be a matter of one’s self-image in Rorty’s rhetoric that combines notions of morality and 


loyalty which accrue due to our political relations: 


“This... view... can be rephrased as the claim that one’s moral identity is determined by the 
group or groups with which one identifies - the group or groups to which one cannot be 
disloyal and still like oneself. Moral dilemmas are not, in this view, the result of a conflict 
between reason and sentiment but between alternative selves, alternative self- 
descriptions, alternative ways of giving a meaning to one’s life. (Such people) do not think 
that we have a central, true self by virtue of our membership in the human species — a self 
that responds to the call of reason. They can, instead, agree... that a self is a center of 


narrative gravity.” 


Here Rorty imagines that people are “who they say they are” where this is not 
necessarily or simply imagined to be a personally volitional thing — For we are all socially 
constructed selves, people constructed within a social matrix of beliefs, practices and 


values that we had no way of determining for ourselves. We may, as we mature, be able 
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to better choose and affect our relations and our self-image but none of us get to say 
where we begin from or what our influences will be. We are each, in this sense, born to a 
social (and political) fate and must orientate ourselves from there by means of the 
resources we find to hand (self-organisation). This, as Rorty is saying here by means of 
the phrase “narrative gravity”, is the matter of stories told about “people like us” and, 
eventually, the stories we begin to tell about those same people too — but also about 
ourselves in relation to other peoples not “like ourselves” as well. Rorty is saying that 
“who we are” is a matter of these stories that we tell - and nothing else. So there is no 
overarching and arbitrating reason (yet another God!) that exists to tell us who we are. 
We tell ourselves who we are, a matter of those “affectional relations”, — and will always 
have to. This may encompass the fairly conservative narrative that Rorty tells about this 
which is a matter of a loyalty to Family and friends, and then fellow countrymen, which 
gradually Fades away to nothing in regard to complete and total strangers from 
elsewhere. But it may also involve, as for Diogenes it did, thinking of yourself as “a 
citizen of the world” (which, in his context, meant someone without local affiliation, a 
person without a city or homeland). It is a case of which “narrative gravity” pulls us in. 
Rorty then uses such a narrative to explain why custom gives way to law for those in 
community will know the behaviour expected and comply with it as a matter of loyalty to 
each other. Strangers, however, need to be kept in line and so for them we have laws. 
This, however, can then deceive us into thinking that, actually, the laws are primary — and 
sO we create new gods, abandoning “affectional relations” as something affective and so 


inferior. 


Rorty, however, wants to insist that such affection and affinity is really where politics 


(here called justice) should be at. So: 
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“we cannot resolve conflicting loyalties by turning away from them all toward something 
categorically distinct from loyalty — the universal moral obligation to act justly. So we have 
to drop the Kantian idea that the moral law starts off pure but is always in danger of being 
contaminated by irrational feelings that introduce arbitrary discriminations among persons. 
We have to substitute the Hegelian-Marxist idea that the so-called moral law is, at best, a 
handy abbreviation for a concrete web of social practices. This means dropping Habermas’ 
claim that his ‘discourse ethics’ articulates a transcendental presupposition of the use of 
language, and accepting his critics’ claim that it articulates only the customs of 


contemporary liberal societies.” 


This, of course, is all very philosophical talk in which Rorty, with his vast knowledge of 
the Western philosophical landscape, relates the ideas of one philosopher, or 
philosophical school, to another. Its cash value, however and in more simple terms, is 
that “there can be no such thing as a non-question-begging demonstration of the 
epistemic superiority of the Western idea of reasonableness... no tribunal of trans- 
cultural reason before which to try the question of superiority.” There is, in other words, 
no super-duper, trans-cultural, overarching, metaphilosophical form of reason by which 
to judge anyone’s morality and so its Formulation into a form of logic or reason or law 
and, in terms of practices, into a politics. Fellow feeling, Rorty is really saying, is all there 
is. AS a consequence, the title of his essay here, “Justice as a Larger Loyalty”, is the only 
solution he can recommend. Our politics must then become a matter of extending the 
circle of those to whom we imagine we should extend our loyalty, those with whom we 
could cooperate or otherwise be in solidarity with. Clearly, as a result, Rorty’s Utopian 


goal here is a world polity of those who share a singular loyalty to each other. In Rorty’s 
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conception, however, this is a matter of such a “larger loyalty” becoming synonymous 


with “rationality”: 


“This is because any unforced agreement between individuals and groups about what to do 
creates a form of community, and will, with luck, be the initial stage in expanding the circles 
of those whom each party to the agreement had previously taken to be ‘people like 
ourselves.’ The opposition between rational argument and fellow-feeling thus begins to 
dissolve. For fellow-feeling may, and often does, arise from the realization that the people 
whom one thought one might have to go to war with, use force on, are, in Rawls’ sense, 
‘reasonable.’ They are, it turns out, enough like us to see the point of compromising 
differences in order to live in peace, and of abiding by the agreement that has been 


hammered out. They are, to some degree at least, trustworthy... 


(So) if we cease to think of reason as a source of authority, and think of it simply as the 
process of reaching agreement by persuasion, then the standard Platonic and Kantian 
dichotomy of reason and feeling begins to fade away. That dichotomy can be replaced by a 


continuum of degrees of overlap of beliefs and desires... 


(and) to conclude that someone is irredeemably irrational is not to realize that she is not 
making proper use of her God-given faculties. It is rather to realize that she does not seem 
to share enough relevant beliefs and desires with us to make possible fruitful conversation 


about the issue in dispute... 


| think that the rhetoric we Westerners use in trying to get everyone to be more like us 


would be improved if we were more frankly ethnocentric, and less professedly universalist. 
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It would be better to say: here is what we in the West look like as a result of ceasing to hold 
slaves, beginning to educate women, separating church and state, and so on. Here is what 
happened after we started treating certain distinctions between people as arbitrary rather 
than fraught with moral significance. If you would try treating them that way, you might 
like the results. Saying that sort of thing seems preferable to saying: look at how much 
better we are at knowing what differences between persons are arbitrary and which not - 


how much more rational we are. 


If we Westerners could get rid of the notion of universal moral obligations created by 
membership in the species, and substitute the idea of building a community of trust 
between ourselves and others, we might be in a better position to persuade non-Westerners 
of the advantages of joining in that community. We might be better able to construct the 
sort of global moral community that (John) Rawls describes in “The Law of Peoples.” In 
making this suggestion, | am urging, as | have on earlier occasions, that we need to peel 


apart Enlightenment liberalism from Enlightenment rationalism.” 


Here “building a community of trust between ourselves and others” is basically as good a 
description of what Rorty thinks “politics” actually is as you are going to get. It is, he 
imagines, our public task, our political fate as social beings, it is the context in which he 
thinks we are all submerged as our bodies are in a breathable atmosphere. It is this 
which gives us life. We can all either bring our gods to war for them to fight it out — 
endlessly so in interminable arguments about, and from, authority — or we can engage in 
creating conversational forms of democratic solidarity and cooperation without non- 


human authorities, taking responsibility For both our own desires and our own futures. 
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In “An Ethics for Today”, a typically Rortian essay From his Final years in which he tries to 
bridge the fields of philosophy and religion (Rorty was actually an inveterate bridge- 
builder between imagined disparate ideas or Fields — exactly as his own philosophy 
preached), Rorty begins by discussing the then Pope’s remarks about the acceptability of 
homosexuality and the Church’s continuing ability to condemn it without wider societal 
censure. Rorty’s own opinion here is that “The Church's attitude has greatly decreased 


the sum of human happiness.” He then continues: 


“The controversy about homosexuality raises a central question about the nature of 
morality. Is the Church right that there is such a thing as the structure of human existence, 
which can serve as a moral reference point? Or, do we human beings have no moral 
obligations except helping one another satisfy our desires, thus achieving the greatest 
possible amount of happiness? | agree with John Stuart Mill the great utilitarian 


philosopher, that that is the only moral obligation we have.” 


And that is what motivates Rorty’s view on politics: it is the creation of human 
relationships in order to make practical the only human moral obligation, the obligation 
to help one another satisfy their desires, their being no higher imaginable obligation, or 


social motivation, than this. 


It is my opinion in including all this Rortian philosophy in my own book that, as a broad 
set of philosophical ideas, Rorty is on the right track here and that the gender critics, 
here represented in the written works of Helen Joyce and Kathleen Stock, are 
Fundamentally not. They seek, and have, no politics of cooperation. They desire no 


“solidarity” with their fellow human beings who happily describe themselves, in an 
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example of their own “narrative gravity”, as “trans” or “non-binary” (or in other 
associated ways). Instead, they present their gods and claim that these gods are on their 
side. Their gods are “objective reality” and “immutable biology” and strict and arbitrary 
definitions of what “a woman” is which row back on former feminist verities about 
women not being tied to any biological description or destiny. The gender critic, it 
seems, and as a politics, very much wants to make “woman” a biologically defined entity 
that can be waved as a totem in defiance or used as a weapon before all who would 


configure it in any other way. They do this as authoritarians when they do so. 


In this, Following Rorty, we may say they are not wrong but that they are simply in bad 
taste, proffering gods in a world where gods have been seen to have become something 
of a bad smell or an unsightly stain on the carpet. All we can then do is urge gender 
critical people to become the atheists in regard to such non-human authorities that we 
are and advise that such authoritarianism is never going to play well in a world yearning 
for Freedom, individual integrity and personal authenticity, a world in which all forms of 
life have in common only the duty to survive but never to “obey Reality”. Those who do 
yearn for such things should then be completely atheist in regard to such non-human 
authorities and entirely anti-authoritarian in a political sense. Forcing people to views 
their entire life experience denies is not something anyone should ever be allowed to do 
or something that, politically, we should ever accept if our political and ethical outlook is 


q a 


Rorty's “helping one another satisfy our desires”. OF course, no one is forced to have this 
as their political or moral motivation. But, if it is not, such people should not expect that 
those who hold to this outlook will not then act in accordance with it. Gender critical 
people, | then submit, are authoritarian people, people wielding non-human authorities 


in their rhetorical arguments, and the freedom-loving, individual-integrity-loving, 
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personal-authenticity-loving people have an in-built and very political reason to oppose 
both them and every other form of authoritarianism that they come across as part of 
their own political, moral and ethical agendas. 

OF course, it is not just that | think people like Helen Joyce and Kathleen Stock are 
philosophically, politically and morally wrong about a lot of the things they articulate in 
their books. | think they are scientifically wrong too (and neither of them — nor hardly 
any of the most publicly vocal gender critics — are, in Fact, currently practising scientists 
at all). | also think that their bad science (which is riddled with biological dogma only a 5 
year old would never question) is linked to their bad philosophy and their authoritarian 
politics (replete, as it is, with constant threats to sue people, organisations and locations 
that refuse to give uninhibited exposure to their toxic and oppressive views). Such 
people, Fascistically conceiving that “the truth” must be one and must equally be 
hammered home to all until no one doubts, or can escape, it, have, as we all know, 
utilised all the might of their political and cultural apparatus to make “gender ideology” 
seem like insubstantial, wish-Fulfilling Fantasy and any who deviate from “gender norms” 
(redubbed as objective sexes in a politically-charged gender critical rhetoric in which 
“gender” as even a social concept of human language is now to be entirely expunged) 
become the vilified, the harassed, the victimised, the attacked (including even up to and 
including murder) and the persecuted until such a possibility is made so materially 
difficult that no one but the truly desperate (or the actually genuine) would ever openly 
consider it. The first publicly political transphobes with actual unrestrained political 
power on the world stage were the historical Nazis (who destroyed Magnus Hirschfeld’s 
sexological institute treating trans people in Berlin) and any who follow in their 


Footsteps are, as far as I'm concerned, of similar mind and political ethos. 
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Let Us move away from the philosophies of such people, however, and come to more 
diverse narratives as we enter into a discussion now more political, and more politically 
challenging, than the more philosophical one we were having. This is because, in my 
imaginary, the one | am trying to curate in this chapter, a philosophy and politics of sex 
and gender (never forgetting sexuality because, at least in my view, they are all 
Fundamentally inter-related) is an anti-authoritarian philosophy and politics of freedom 
and diversity (the reality of these things always being a foil for the authoritarianism 
already diagnosed). Here, self-reflectively, and trying hard not to be partisan about 
things (this is not completely possible for one usually Finds oneself “picking a side” in 
social or political matters — |, at least, try to have reasons for doing so in accordance with 
my own, already highlighted, anarchist thought), | wonder to myself things such as the 


Following Few highly pertinent examples: 


IF "a man is just aman" and "a woman is just a woman" then, logically, these things being 
two and being fixed and material, shouldn’t it be impossible for such people to do 
anything "unmanly" or "unfeminine" at all? Shouldn't anything and everything a man 
does be “manly” and everything and anything a woman does be “feminine”? In Fact, 
however, we all know very well that these things, which, contrary to the dogmas of 
gender criticism, are socially constructed things and not merely material things at all, are 
active possibilities both men and women try to avoid and which they experience as 
continuous social pressures in cross-cultural ways in societies all across the globe. 
Doesn’t this then jar with the “only material” definition of human beings that gender 


critics want to insist upon (and which changes with geography and culture)? 


Or: 
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Neither a psychologist nor a biologist can explain why gay, lesbian or bisexual people 
exist. Yet science, as wider society generally, and even including publicly vocal gender 
critics, some of whom, like Kathleen Stock, are actually these things themselves, accepts 
they do exist - not least because people self-ID (and so become socially and politically 
accepted) as these things. So why would gender critics (including even the gay, lesbian 
and bisexual ones) generally imagine that, because these same professionals cannot 
explain the existence of trans and non-binary people either, it means they must be 
making it up as an "ideology"? Why must “gender talk” become, as it has become in some 
highly partisan places, “gender woo”, an imaginary thing with no actual existence? (And, 
extending the thought, why is gender “woo” but non-heterosexuality not “woo”?) For the 
Fact is itis clearly the case that, in regular human practice, not least with gay, lesbian and 
bisexual human beings, neither a full scientific and medical explanation of sexed and 
gendered identities is required for them to be socially accepted nor is "selF-ID" - and 
constant social and political acceptance on merely this basis - a concept society in 
general does not accept. And if it accepts it of one thing — non-heterosexualities — then 
why not of another — transgenderism? All we are seemingly left with here is an 


unexplained prejudice. 


Or: 


THE TRANS AGENDA REVEALED: 


1. Being allowed to live your life free From abuse For who you are. 


2. Having rightful and lawful access to appropriate healthcare in consultation with 


medical professionals. 
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3. Having legal documentation that matches a lived appreciation of oneself as any other 
citizen. 
4. Playing a happy, peaceful and contributory part in human society at one’s own 


discretion. 


All this can be summed up as "being able to take part in society just like anyone who is 


not trans or non-binary can too". 


As | say, these are just some things | wonder trying to be neutral (yet inevitably political) 
about it in my effort to make sense of people who really exist in our societies. Someone 
else who does this, in an academic context, is the American anthropologist, Judith 
Shapiro, in her essay “Transsexualism: Reflections on the Persistence of Gender and the 
Mutability of Sex” in the book Same-Sex Cultures and Sexualities: An Anthropological 
Reader. This essay, written initially in 1991 and included in the pioneering cultural 
anthology Body Guards: The Cultural Politics of Gender Ambiguity, refers to “transsexuals” 
rather than transgender people (showing that about 30 years ago from when | am 
writing this the customary vocabulary, which is always changing, was different), is an 
essay neither for nor against “transsexuals” but one which attempts to present a fairly 
neutral and academic appraisal of the existence of such people in societies around the 
world in an effort to tease out some of the issues their existences genuinely raise. In 
making mention of this essay here, and going on to interrogate it somewhat in what 
Follows, mainly using it as a goad for the raising of relevant issues in my own discussion, | 
do not mean to suggest it is especially insightful. Rather, it is a relatively non-partisan 
example of an academic writing about the subject and what issues they imagine are 


raised by it as someone with an anthropological context. 
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Shapiro’s essay begins with a joke and its one | imagine only a person capable of thinking 


a certain way will be able to get: 


“There is a story about two small children in a museum standing in front of a painting of 
Adam and Eve. One child asks the other, “Which is the man and which is the lady?” The 


other child answers, “I! can’t tell — they don’t have any clothes on.” 


Shapiro calls this “a story to delight those Favoring the social constructionist view of 
gender” and goes onto say that “An even better story would be one in which the body 
itself becomes a set of clothes that can be put on.” Those people, surely not restricted to 
transgender people, who imagine some inner reality more eternal or imperative than the 
physical body might then surely even be able to imagine that the physical body is “a set 
of clothes” — of a sort. (The joke, of course, was that we tell “men” or “women” by what 
clothes they wear or, more broadly, by their appearance in a socially constructed context 
of “passing”, something we are ALL doing.) |, for example, have quite a long history in 
reading various religious texts and it does not seem to me as if all of the mythology 
involved in that is necessarily so “physical”. Indeed, more than a few of the most popular 
gods on our planet seem rather less than physically material as we would understand 
that term. For example, a certain highly decorated biblical academic and former senior 
Figure in the Church of England, Dr N.T. Wright, once, in a very scholarly and lengthy book 
written about what he imagines as the very material resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth, 
speaks about his “transphysicality” in the explanation of this. Wright, in all aspects of his 
character outside of biblical studies being an otherwise entirely conventional (if not 
somewhat elite) member of society, suddenly becomes rather imaginative when it 


comes to imagining how sons of God (Wright is obviously Christian — as | believe are 
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some other people in the world) might be described to have risen — permanently — from 
the dead. One then wonders, of course, that if some human beings can imagine this, why 
they can’t then imagine that trans and non-binary people who are standing right in Front 
of them exist too. As | have already then posed the question before: what more “reality” 
could the likes of Helen Joyce and Kathleen Stock want than this? (As an aside we might 
then ask Joyce and Stock what this “reality” amounts to if it can stand in Front of you but 


you can flatly refuse to believe in it.) 


But back to Shapiro and her anthropological ruminations. In fact, Shapiro immediately 


alights upon some pertinent questions and stinging observations: 


“All societies differentiate among their members on the basis of what we can identify as 
“gender.’ All gender systems rely, albeit in differing ways, on bodily sex differences between 
females and males. How can we understand the grounding of gender in sex as at once a 


necessity and an illusion? 


Powerful cultural mechanisms operate to ensure that boys will be boys and girls will be 
girls. Such mechanisms appear to include turning some of the girls into boys and some of 


the boys into girls.” 


In this essay Shapiro imagines that what she constantly refers to (out of historical 
contingency rather than malice) as “transsexualism” is “a point of departure for 
examining the paradoxical relationship between sex and gender.” This phenomenon 
attracts Shapiro’s attention because it seemingly “breaks the rules” (which can only ever 


be social, political or moral rules - for what is possible in nature must, in some sense, also 
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be “natural”) which leads her to ask very anthropological questions about both its 
Function and also the relation between sex and gender (where this is now no longer the 
very perfunctory one-to-one relationship some would like to continue to imagine, 


making the latter term conveniently irrelevant.) In Fact, Shapiro can say that: 


“such forms of gender-crossing as transsexualism lead... us to a more sophisticated 
appreciation of the power of gender as a principle of social and cultural order. While 
transsexualism reveals that a society's gender system is a trick done with mirrors, those 


mirrors are the walls of our species’ very real and only home.” 


Even Shapiro’s language is here interesting; gender crossing reveals a “gender system”. 


Next Shapiro wants to define “transsexual” for her assumedly mostly academic readers 
and she immediately refers to that term (since transformed into today’s more regular 
“transgender” or simply “trans”) “in its Euro-American context” — and this, | think, is a 
hugely important point, in the First place, because — now simply abbreviating to “trans” — 
this is a “Euro-American” concept, a term specific to both that civilisation and a certain 
specific time. | sometimes see people, even well meaning scholars, who insist that “trans 
people have always existed” and such-like claims. They then go on to use “trans” — with 
me wincing to the side — of all kinds of other historical people and Figures. |, of course, 
know what they mean when they say this. They mean that cross-gender phenomena (and 
so people) have always existed and that they are a part of naturally occurring human 
diversity, genuinely real people Fully accepted in many historical cultures. | entirely agree 
with this. But does that mean “trans people” have always existed? To put this another 


way and to refer to material previously discussed in this book: before about the 1860s 
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and Karl Heinrich Ulrichs with his “Uranians” and Kertbeny with his “homosexuality”, did 
“homosexuals” and “heterosexuals” exist? Clearly, in one sense, they did if we wish to 
refer to the historical actuality of what these words have come to mean for us. But 
would these words have meant anything to people 200 years ago? Or a thousand? Or two 
thousand? Or ten thousand? Nope, absolutely not. They would have been unintelligible. 
They would have described things that were inconceivable and not least because they 
are all contingent Western inventions, Fictions of selves and of human relations. Such 
things, in this sense, did NOT exist, neither in the Euro-American civilisation in which 
they would come to exist nor in other cultures and civilisations which developed their 
own, different understandings of sex, gender and sexual relations. We must as a 
consequence, | believe, then strictly adhere to these insights and not become cultural 
imperialists insisting everyone like this is, or was, “trans”. (This is also, in Fact, to ignore 
that similar people from other cultures sometimes insist that they are not trans, a thing 
they imagine to be another culture’s invention but not theirs. Joan Roughgarden, a trans 


biologist, in fact reports on this in her excellent book Evolution’s Rainbow.) 


In a “Euro-American” context, then, Shapiro describes her “transsexual” in three ways as: 


“most broadly, to designate those who feel that their true gender is at variance with their 
biological sex; more specifically, to designate those who are attempting to ‘pass’ as 
members of the opposite sex; and, most specifically, to designate those who have either had 
sex change surgery or are undergoing medical treatment with a view toward changing their 


sex anatomically.” 
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As Shapiro delineates the emergence of trans people into the story of Euro-America it is 
very intertwined with the first “celebrity” transsexuals (Christine Jorgensen, Jan Morris 
and Renée Richards) and the advance in the medical ability to change bodies. Thus, 
through the 1960s, it “became a focus of medical/psychiatric attention and the 
contested ground of competing therapies, From the psychoanalytic to the behaviorist to 
the surgical.” | would, for myself, want to highlight the very cultural nature of all of this, 
the necessarily cultural understanding of what “transsexual” can even mean in this 
context (for it cannot just mean anything and so must be socially, politically and morally 
—as well as intellectually — constrained). In this context (but certainly not in the context 
of all cross-gender phenomena worldwide across an array of cultures) transsexuality 
came to involve “gender-affirming surgery” and, as Shapiro seems to say, to see such 
surgery as the “easiest” means to the desired end. Here Shapiro refers to those such as 
the clinician, John Money, as those doing for transsexuality what the early sexologists | 
discussed in a previous chapter did for homosexuality: they turned it from a moral failing 
into a medically negotiable state of affairs. (In “Euro-America” trans originates as a very 
medically imagined and Facilitated phenomenon as befits an imagined scientific culture 
which also transplants body parts as if this were both normal and acceptable.) They also 
perhaps saw themselves as those enlightening the culture in general in regard to bodies, 


gender and sexuality. 


But if “transsexualism” (or transgenderism) is now a matter of medicine, then what is the 
medical issue to be confronted? Often this is boiled down to “gender dysphoria 
syndrome”, that highly unpleasant feeling of not being able to identify with one’s body. 
This, again, it seems to me is a very Western, pathological, way of understanding, a way 


that medicalises who one imagines oneself to be (which must be a necessarily socialised 
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and so cultural thing). Interestingly, Shapiro wants to lightly interrogate this idea, 
however, for, as she reports, trans people do not so much report a lack of certainty 
about their gender identities at all; what they Find troublesome is their bodies, their 
“biological sex”. But what even is “biological sex” (besides a “non-human authority” as 


we have already philosophically discussed)? As Shapiro then goes onto say: 


“the concept of biological ‘sex’ is not without its own problems; the more we learn about it, 
the more complicated things become, since we might be talking about chromosomal (or 
genetic) sex, anatomical (or morphological) sex, genital (or gonadal) sex, germinal sex, and 


hormonal sex.” 


This can all become very quickly confusing and overly complicated in a world where, to 
be brutally honest, most simply assign a gender (and so an imagined sex) to people much 
as the kids in the joke did — by how they look and if they Fit into culturally accepted 
standards for “man” or “woman”. (And, if they do, no one then even perceives a problem 
For that is how socialisation works.) It is then no surprise that the anthropologist Shapiro 
concludes: “Perhaps the most satisfactory Formulation is that transsexuals are people 
who experience a conflict between their gender assignment, made at birth on the basis 
of anatomical appearance, and their sense of gender identity.” OF course, this is not then 
the end of the line, however, the act which ends the conversation. Shapiro, in fact, is 
right on it when she immediately notes that: “This, however, opens up the question of 
what is meant by ‘gender identity’.” Interestingly, she then immediately switches to 
“developmental psychology” to inform us about this but one wonders, recalling our 


gender critical fellows from earlier in this chapter who imagined gender as “ideology”, an 


immaterial thing that does not exist, if this then regards psychology as a whole as 
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something that “doesn’t exist” if (some) products of the mind are to be regarded as 
“non-existent”? Psychologists, however, and so we must assume psychology as a subject 
in general, do not seem to doubt that products of the mind have effects and so are, in 
some sense, “real” even if they cannot be touched, poked or pointed at. On this basis, 
trans people are defined as “cross-wired” in that a psychological conception of self does 
not match a physical appraisal of self. (This wouldn’t necessarily explain “non-binary” 
people, of course, and, as Shapiro notes with some irony, this is not challenging a sexed 


binary at all. Rather, it is affirming it.) 


This then leads Shapiro to discuss associated phenomena (historically if not materially) 
such as “transvestitism” (this description was invented by Magnus Hirschfeld as you may 
recall) and homosexuality. Here the difference between transgender and transvestite is 
usually imagined to be that the latter experiences no questioning of their basic gender 
identity (one could here imagine oneself is a man yet enjoy wearing women’s clothes 
whereas the other would imagine oneself is a woman in one’s gender identity and so 
have this be the motivation for the clothing). Shapiro here argues that transvestitism 
can, conceivably, be an earlier stage of a cross-gender phenomenon in what is then 
regarded as a developmental pathway but this, once more, smacks of Western 


materialist scientists seeking to map out their imagined pathologies. 


With transsexuality and homosexuality, however, Shapiro sees different issues for here 
an imagined “sexual preference” becomes involved, something which, with a transsexual 
mentality towards oneself, may be subject to change. (A male-bodied person who thinks 
of their gender as Female, but who likes women, may then come to regard themselves as 


a lesbian where others may see them as heterosexual — not without controversy.) 
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Shapiro thinks this “leads into general issues concerning the relationship between 
gender and sexual orientation, and how each enters into the construction of personal 
and social identity.” Shapiro, as an academic, then refers to “the literature” and suggests 
that “most transsexuals consider themselves to be heterosexual. A male to Female 
transsexual who feels herself to be a woman wants to be able to have sex with a man as 
a woman, not as a male homosexual.” (There are no mentions of “girlcocks” in this 
strictly academic context but such language, now common on social media, is indicative 


of the phenomenon Shapiro here discusses.) 


A problem, however, is that at least some people, if not many (and including medical 
professionals), regard being trans as “a form of disguised homosexuality”. Various 
reasons are given for this - from an unwillingness to imagine oneself as homosexual 
(with its remaining social stigma in some places) to an inability to conceptualise one’s 
thinking and feeling as homosexual at all. As Shapiro notes, however, it is rather bizarre 
to imagine that someone thinks themselves trans in order to avoid the social stigma of 
being gay when the former is, at least in the West, now arguably Far more vilified than 
the latter. To paint being trans as “the easier option” seems remarkably Far-Fetched. Of 
course, psychologists, as other clinicians, are not themselves immune from either 
transphobia or homophobia and we cannot always know the motivations for their views. 
But they are also not the only ones who may equate trans phenomena with homosexual 
phenomena (a remarkably stubborn sexological view, bearing in mind where that subject 
started off as we saw previously). Shapiro reports that, in some cases, there are gays and 
lesbians who imagine trans people are “closeted” versions of these things too. Overall, it 
is clear complex relationships pertain between multiple different phenomena, none 


each quite the same as another. |, for myself, am not so surprised at this, however. For 
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isn’t every person a singularity, a uniqueness, a person on their own developmental 
path? People, in Fact, are exactly NOT classifications and classifications are human 
Fictions and Falsifications (and collections) of more singular realities (much, in fact, as 
Nietzsche argued in “On Truth and Lying in a Non-Moral Sense”, an essay | referred to at 


the beginning of this chapter and will later return to again). 


Shapiro now moves to discuss how transsexuality educates us about gender. 
Interestingly here she sees transsexuals as quite conservative in their views, as perhaps 
hinted at previously, because, sticking to trans specifically (so not including non-binary 
people or non-binary ideas such as genderflux or genderqueer, etc., much more 
Fluctuating or flexible understandings, or even the refusal to have any such 
understanding at all as with “gender nihilism”), we have a simple case of a “swap” as 


opposed to deconstructing a sexed or gendered binary completely. So: 


“While transsexuals may be deviants in terms of cultural norms about how one arrives at 
being a man or a woman, they are, for the most part, highly conformist about what to do 
once you get there... Many transsexuals are, in fact, ‘more royalist than the king’ in matters 
of gender. The sociologist Thomas Kando, who worked with a group of transsexuals who 
had undergone sex change surgery at the University of Minnesota in 1968-1969, reported 
test and questionnaire results showing that transsexuals were more conservative about sex 
role norms than both men and women (or, to be precise, than non-transsexual men and 
women), women being the least conservative. Male to female transsexuals tested higher in 
femininity than women. Most of the transsexuals in Kando’s sample held stereotypical 


women’s jobs and seemed, on the average, to be ‘better adjusted’ to the female role than 
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women were. As Kando noted, ‘[transsexuals] are, in many of their everyday activities, 


attitudes, habits, and emphases what our culture expects women to be, only more so.” 


Interesting here, of course, is noticing that Shapiro has been caught out describing 
transsexuals as a third sex in the course of this explanation (men, women and 
transsexuals in that last quote) — or perhaps just a third sex in relation to “sex role 
norms”? Either way, her argument in this part of her essay is that trans people, egged on 
by both their own ideas of gender performance and the innate conservatism of the 
medical professionals who treat them (largely cis male), leads to rather conservative 
notions of what a woman should look like. Who, for example, decides if gender-affirming 
care (Shapiro still refers to “sex change operation” in her text but | wish to refuse that 
description) has been a success? What is the point of such care and by what standards is 
it being measured? Is the idea that, after such care, the person concerned be seen as a 
“physically attractive” version of the gender they now imagine their body to be the 
corporeal translation of? | say this only because Shapiro brings it up herself as “the major 
basis for an optimistic prognosis in male to Female” gender-affirming care. Is this really 


then all just about looks or potential sexual attractiveness? 


This leads to an open discussion of the phenomenon knowing as “passing” which, as Far 
as | can gauge, is Fairly prominent and important to many trans people, especially those 
who are male to female trans which is the majority. (In a poll | conducted only 13% 
stated it was no concern at all.) However, as Shapiro immediately recognises, “passing” 
itself is a less than ideal way to describe it since it has the connotation of succeeding in 
pretending to be something you are not — hardly likely to be a trans person’s ideal way of 


conceiving what is going on. It is good, then, that Shapiro adds to this that: 
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“transsexuals commonly believe that it is when they are trying to play the role of their 
anatomical sex, as opposed to their subjectively experienced gender, that they are trying to 


pass as something they are not.” 


Precisely. But, with this being the case, is it really any surprise that such people feel 
incredibly motivated exactly to “pass” when they feel their own bodies have been cast 
against them? As Shapiro relevantly adds here, such people “may also continue to have 
gender-inappropriate physical attributes, as well as behavioral habits acquired from 
years spent in the opposite gender role.” IF there is such a thing as “moving like a man” 
or “moving like a woman” then those schooled according to such dictates may have 
learned such habits as things which betray their sense of self all over again. In the end, of 
course, the person with enough money can surgically alter themselves and re-train their 
movements and habits accordingly but to what end? To fit in with conservative society? 


To appear “normal”? A more interesting point, however, is the Following one: 


“The way in which transsexuals go about establishing their gender in social interactions 
reminds us that the basis on which we are assigned a gender in the first place (that is, 
anatomical sex) is not what creates the reality of gender in ongoing social life. Moreover, 
the strategies used by transsexuals to establish their gender socially are the same when 
they are playing the role associated with their original anatomical sex and when they are 
playing the role associated with their new achieved sex. In neither case is this accomplished 
by flashing. Transsexuals make explicit for us the usually tacit processes of gender 
attribution. As Harold Garfinkel put it, the transsexual reveals the extent to which the 
normally sexed person is a ‘contingent practical accomplishment’. In other words, they 


make us realize that we are all passing.” 
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Everybody, then, is “playing at gender” for we are all, trans or not trans, fitting in with 
gendered understandings of appearance and behaviour even as one of my imagined 
scenarios earlier suggested. What is in your underwear (or your DNA test) is here not 
relevant since “gender”, in this respect which refers to public social interaction, is a 
whole cornucopia of learned behaviours and recognitions imbibed, as it were, with 
mother’s milk. Lots of social cues and goads to performance literally teach us how to 
“be” a man or a woman (and, at first, a boy or a girl) in the hubbub of regular social life 
and it is the imitation of these (for everyone) which creates the gendered network of 
relationships that is a society. What trans people do, according to Shapiro at least, is 


demonstrate to us how this is the case. 


Yet if people, learning how to behave “appropriately”, can come to be taken without 
controversy For the things they imagine themselves to be, it is not quite the same if the 
philosophical and political questions previously engaged in this chapter are made 
unavoidable. IF we come to the parlous state, as unreconstructed bigot, Matt Walsh, 
does, of imagining that “What is a woman?” is the most important question, where does 
that leave us? This is a question about authenticity but it should not be lost on anybody 
who has read through this chapter so far that its a naked attempt to appeal to a non- 
human authority and instantiate yet more authoritarianism. In this case what, with effort 
and considerable emotional turmoil, might become something socially negotiable (since 
trans people can, and do, pass all the time), is suddenly made an abstract question with 
an arbitrary, unarguable answer. This then begs all the questions all over again, outside 
of social practices, since it asks us to consider “what a human being is” in terms of sex 
and gender. Are they their gender identity, regardless of their body’s morphology? Are 


they this identity and their body's morphology in combination? Is either gender identity 
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or body morphology irrelevant? Are you what you can pass as (an interactive, social 
understanding of gender that is always in process)? There are almost certainly people 
who have imagined all of these things as being the case at any one time as there are 
those today who do the same - and even as there are others who want to make 
“invisible” criteria such as chromosomes or hormones or gametes the arbitrating Factors. 
What seems clear, however, is that we will never be able to remove “ideas” or “feelings” 
From these judgments since all involve them. It is simply a matter of which ones we 
imagine count and which ones don’t. Is (some Form of) biology destiny? Or is what can 
pass socially what counts? As a consequence, Shapiro offers the Following political 


solution: 


“If asking what gender transsexuals ‘really’ belong to begs a number of fundamental 
questions, an alternative that seems to capture their distinctive place in a particular 
cultural scheme of things is to think of them as ‘naturalized’ women and men. Such a 
formulation can evoke multiple meanings of ‘naturalization’: (1) a status acquired in the 
way foreigners acquire citizenship, (2) a change in gender that entails a change in the body, 
which we associate with the domain of nature, and (3) a recognition of the transsexuals’ 


own experience of sex change as validating what they believe to be their true nature.” 


As a result, and skipping over Shapiro’s reference to three cross-cultural examples of 
“divergent” gender performance (divergent, that is, from Western norms), Shapiro 


rounds up her essay in the Following way: 


“The terms ‘sex’ and ‘gender’ are generally used to distinguish a set of biological differences 


from asystem of social, cultural, and psychological ones. The culturally structured system of 
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differences we designate by the term “gender” bears some relationship to the biological 
difference between women and men, but is not reducible to it. In other words, the 
relationship between sex and gender is at once a motivated and an arbitrary one. It is 
motivated insofar as there must be reasons for the cross-culturally universal use of sex as a 
principle in systems of social differentiation; it is arbitrary, or conventional, insofar as 
gender differences are not directly derivative of natural, biological facts, but rather vary 
from one culture to another in the way in which they order experience and action. In any 
society, the meaning of gender is constituted in the context of a variety of domains - 
political, economic, etc. — that extend beyond what we think of as gender per se, and 
certainly beyond what we understand by the term ‘sex’ in its various senses. Gender is a 
classic example of what the sociologist Marcel Mauss called a ‘total social fact’... In sum, 
what we seem to see in systems of institutionalized gender-crossing is the maintenance of a 
society's gender system through the detachment of gender from the very principle that 


provides its apparent foundation.” 


One point we may draw from all this, if we want to be honest about the subject at all, is 
that we must acknowledge that, whilst biological sex (as defined by visual inspection of 
genitals) is seemingly always a Factor in the social activity of gender attribution, it is 
simply not always done in the same way in terms of the vast variety of worldwide 
cultures nor in terms of anthropologically considered history. There simply is no “one For 
one” correspondence between biological sex and the gender attributions (and so human 
relations) that humans have quite naturally developed throughout their history. IF you 
want “reality” well, then, this is the reality: there is no other honest reality to be had. 
Gender, in fact, is a social attribute, a socially constructed attribute, which all the multi- 


various gender diversity around the globe in time and space demonstrates. IF you want 
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Facts well, then, this is a Fact: this is the only truthful Fact about this to be had. 
Consequently, | would now like to say something about the social construction of 
gender, in accordance with such a fact and such a reality, in interaction with the book 
Gender: An Ethnomethodological Approach by Suzanne J. Kessler and Wendy McKenna, a 
book of some note written in the late 1970s which argues entirely for the social 
construction of gender, even over and above imagined biological Factors, in the day to 
day matter of the social attribution of gender to people we might quite naturally meet. 
Why do | focus specifically on this? Because, in the real world, this is how “gender” 
actually works in practice 99% of the time — when genitals, chromosomes, hormones and 


gametes (or, for that matter, internal feelings) are NOT available For physical inspection. 


Helen Joyce makes the reckless (indeed laughable) claim in Trans that virtually no trans 
people actually pass in real life. But if even one does, or if entire cultures have means by 
which people with gender identities at odds with their stereotypical anatomical 
configurations can be socially accepted on other terms (and both are true), then Joyce’s 
claim is in trouble. It seems to me, in Fact, that the problem for Joyce is not that no one 
passes (I’m sure she'd love this to be true as it would make her bigotry much easier) but 
that far too many people actually do pass. But what is going on here when this happens? 
How is “gender” practically attributed normally and regularly in the course of everyday 


life? This is precisely what Kessler and McKenna set out to investigate. 


Their position is that “gender is a social construction” (which, Formally, means it is a 
matter of a relationship between people) and so is “a result of the socially shared, taken- 
For-granted methods which members (of a society) use to construct reality.” Thus, as 


part of their method, Kessler and McKenna give due weight to both the “incorrigible 
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propositions” and “natural attitude” (elsewhere called “unquestionable axioms”) which 
any people has as part of its understanding of its own existence in the world. These are 
the shared ideas, which people necessarily assume in common, which intellectually 
ground their existence and serve as their Foundations. In the context of a Rortian, 
pragmatist philosophy, of course, these are not a matter of “objective reality”. They are a 
using of reality as experienced where this “using” is not Functionally distinct From 
“knowing”. They are a using which can produce things imagined as (and only imagined as) 
“objective facts”. One such Fact, say Kessler and McKenna, is that there are two genders, 
male and Female, which, as part of being a member of almost any society, one becomes 
Familiar with recognising. On this basis, almost the entirety of their book uses the term 


“gender” for these distinctions and eschews the use of “sex” for this at all. 


But here things become more complex. “Gender assignment”, for example, is usually 
imagined a medical practice in which doctors assign a new born a gender based on 
physical inspection of genitals. “Gender identity”, on the other hand, is a matter of a 
person’s own psychological understanding of themselves and, as Kessler and McKenna 
state expressly, can only be ascertained by asking the person themselves (and not in any 
other way). This, at least For these social science writers, is a real thing and not simply to 
be discounted as non-existent or “woo”. They claim it is a natural psychological 
phenomenon we all have which becomes Fixed in developing children at a certain point 
(one imagines as part of a healthy psychology and “becoming who you are”). But then 
there is also “gender role”, the sociological concept of “a set of prescriptions and 
proscriptions for behavior —- expectations about what behaviors are appropriate for a 


person holding a particular position within a particular social context.” This might be 
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understood as the obligation to “play” a certain social role such as “male” or “Female” by 


virtue of a person’s physical form or their assignment at birth. 


Kessler and McKenna then seem to me to make two main claims in Gender. 


1. They claim that social attribution of gender by socialised means (i.e. “in the course of 
interacting”) is the normal and overwhelmingly common means by which anyone ever 
attributes gender to anybody else, something logically prior to all other means and little 
or nothing to do with genitals, gametes, chromosomes, hormones, having a uterus, 
cervix or the ability to give birth or menstruate. When you attribute gender in the street 
or a public building or in passing, so they suggest, you do it exactly in and through your 


social interactions and only through these interactions. 


2. They claim that once gender is attributed to someone it is then hard to see them as 
anything else. IF and when you pass, then you normally pass continuously and 


consistently. 


To contextualise these points, consider the following from the conclusion to Kessler and 


McKenna’s First chapter: 


“Knowing the relationship among the gender components is, as we have shown, not 
sufficient for making a gender attribution. What is the gender of a masculine, homosexual, 
transsexual who cross-dresses? Not even having concrete information about these 
components is sufficient. Consider the following: (1) Lee was assigned the gender ‘male’ at 


birth. (2) Ronnie has a female gender identity. (3) Chris wears female clothing and hair 
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styles. (4) Sandy chooses men as sexual partners. (5) Leslie has feminine interests and 
engages in feminine activities. Do any of these pieces of information tell you whether Lee, 
Ronnie, Chris, Sandy, or Leslie are men or women? For example, Lee might be a man, or, on 
the other hand, Lee could have... been born with an enlarged clitoris that was mistaken for 
a penis. If this were discovered early enough, a ‘reassignment’ could have been made and 
Lee might be a woman. Or, Lee might be a postoperative transsexual, and therefore a 


woman in just about any sense of the word. 


This same type of exercise could be done for the rest of the examples. It becomes clear that 
no one piece of information about a component of gender is sufficient for making a gender 
attribution. Not only are we unable to make gender attributions from only one piece of 
information, but the knowledge itself is relatively meaningless without a prior gender 
attribution. For example, if you already know Sandy is a man, the fact that Sandy chooses 
men as sexual partners conveys very different information than it does if you know that 


Sandy is a woman.” 


They go on to then ask this another way: “Is a person with a male gender assignment, a 
Female gender identity, male interests, male sexual partners, and Female clothing, a 
male or female?” Their conclusion is that, in their terms, “There is no way to answer this 
question in the absence of concrete interaction with the individual described” and this 
suggests that, in their view, “gender” is not a matter of book knowledge or “bare Facts” 
or “objective reality” but concrete interaction with a person in which gender is 
concretely attributed in, through and by such means. Their suggestion then is that, in the 
normality of our social reality, this is Functionally what it means to be a man or a woman; 


that is, to be taken as one as a matter of relating to others. This understanding seems to 
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suggest that gender can never be a mere achievement of the self or an individually 
arbitrary decision. A “social construction” is, after all, social. But it also means that “man” 
and “woman” can potentially be many, perhaps contradictory, things at the same time as 
in Kessler and McKenna’s second chapter which details non-Western conceptions and 
attributions of gender. This, they say, “raises the possibility that gender is an 
accomplishment” and that “it is possible to construct the world in many ways” (which, 
naturally, “objective reality” is not at all complaining about since that itself is a rhetorical 
construction of some human beings with its own different criteria and standards). Here 
it is pointed out that “membership in a culture binds us to the constructed nature of that 


culture’s reality”. 


This, indeed, would be what membership of a culture means at all. But cultures can be 
invented and reinvented so this is never a matter of simple baked-in fixity or the 
impossibility of change or difference. In various cultures people can be, and are, 
expected to behave in all sorts of ways — not by any means always in opposed or 
differentiated ways according to gender. This means neither that a concept of 
“opposites” is always in play nor that, to be either men or women, people must act or 
appear as we in our cultural situation imagine they must. Here, in fact, diversity (not 
least of gendered arrangements) is the evidenced fact - and regardless of any genitals 
involved (as when North American natives allowed male-bodied people to be cognitively 
grouped with women whose work they shared and clothes they wore as but one 
example). Kessler and McKenna’s argument in such cases, in Fact, would be that once 
gender attribution is made as a part of how a culture organises its relationships in its 
own understanding of the world then this is largely set forever thereafter in regard to 


such relationships which, being relationships, are always about more than the very 
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dopey Western question of “what a thing is in itself”. A thing, as Rorty earlier suggested, 
is nothing “in itself’. There are no self-identifying essences become non-human 
authorities. What there are is social relationships, socially performed roles, social 
attributions, socially shared meanings and values. “What is a woman?” ask some Western 
bigots. Well, it is nothing in the abstract (as those questioners would like it to be) For it is 


a relation. Thus, as Kessler and McKenna go on to say: 


“We... maintain that a person's gender is what they are regarded and treated as, that is, 
the gender of someone is the same as the gender attribution which is made about them. 


Gender is, in the first place, a social fact.” 


Here it is notable, as our authors here also note, that “biology” imagined as an 
unarguable material context, is no such thing. In my terms in this book it is but itself a 
rhetoric of sorts, a set of propositions that are regarded as useful observations in the 
context of our own needs and desires. “Biological facts change with time” say Kessler 
and McKenna and even in my own discussions in the last couple of chapters From Krafft- 
Ebing to the modern day “biological facts” have materially changed. (Homosexuality, for 
example, can now be imagined by we enlightened moderns as neither a mortal sin nor a 
pathology. Masturbation has gone from being something that condemned one to hell to 
another pathology to a harmless activity that need only be performed in socially 
acceptable circumstances to be regarded as perfectly harmless.) “Biology”, then, is itself 
another example of something which is no God. At best, it could only ever be imagined a 
“best practice” and then always as a matter of debate and dispute. Biology, in Fact, is not 
even sure about what either “life” or “death” are and legal disputes have ensued in the 


past in regard to both. The conclusion seems fair that “biology” is just human beings 
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attempting to achieve some level of consensus and justification about what it might, for 


the meantime, be best For them to believe about living organisms. 


Any dogmatism here, it seems to me, for example in my context about gender or an 
imagined “dimorphism”, should always be gently but consistently questioned as to their 
necessity and desirability. Life, as we are learning all the time, has Found multiple ways 
to exist (and co-exist) and there is no scope to say it prefers one over the other or that it 
sets out to appear in a certain way. Life neither has to be “dimorphic” nor consistent, in 
fact, and human beings should probably not seek to be more dogmatic about these 
things than nature itself is. (As | write this an Indian woman born with an intersex 
condition in which she has 95% XY chromosomes, normally labelled dogmatically by 
gender critics as “male”, has just given birth from her own womb. Apparently neither life 
nor nature nor biology was listening to the insistences of gender critics that such a 
person is a man. Meanwhile, as a response to a womb transplant between two cis women 
recently in the UK, some gender critics there have removed themselves from the donor 
register fearing that, in Future, trans women may be given transplanted wombs of their 


own, thus harming people in general for the sake of their anti-trans beliefs.) 


Kessler and McKenna themselves in Fact argue that the motivation to look For biological 
differences between human beings (which was not always the case as Thomas Laqueur 
shows in his book Making Sex: Body and Gender from the Greeks to Freud which makes the 
argument that, in the past, Western medics and thinkers had a one body model for all 
human beings but with some parts inverted in women that were not in men) comes from 
a prior social construction of gender which drives them to see men and women as 


separate, dimorphic things (a two body model). They say, for example, that “hormone 
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dimorphism is a construction” and, clearly, chromosome assignment is far from a perfect 
science if so-called men with 95% XY chromosomes (regarded by normal science as 
“male”) are part of the make up of a person giving birth from a womb she has had since 
birth, having lived all her life as female. None of this is then “signs of a natural 
dimorphism” but rather of a natural spectrum of biological possibilities which refuse 
strict categorisation as one of two possible biological things, completely A or completely 
B. Kessler and McKenna, in fact, simply argue that biologists, like any other human being, 
just assume the incorrigible proposition of there being only A's or B’s and then pursue 
their activities From there without questioning, making things into either A’s or B’s as 


much as anything else. Thus: 


“at no time have biologists challenged the basic incorrigible proposition which they hold, 
not as biologists but as members of everyday society, that there are two genders. No 
matter how much scientific knowledge is increased, the fact of two genders is not 


challenged, and there continues to be a search for dichotomous differentiating criteria.” 


Here Kessler and McKenna’s basic point is to be noted all over again that to go looking 
For “male” and “female” people one has to know what these things are (and that they 
even exist) not as a result of one’s research or investigations but BEFORE ONE EVEN 
BEGINS. One must have been socialised into the notion “male and Female” and know how 


to recognise them if one sees them. Thus: 


“Although scientists have devised lists of biological criteria which differentiate women from 
men (chromosomes, gonads, etc.), they always begin by being able to tell females from 


males in the first place, without any information about these criteria. Although it seems as 


462 


if the biological facts have an existence independent of gender labels (i.e., there are XY 
chromosomes, etc., and all these together are labelled ‘male sex’), the process is actually 
the reverse. Concepts of gender lead to the discovery of ‘differentiating facts.’ For example, 
in order to know if women and men differ in brain structures, we would need to get a group 
of women and a group of men, label the brains according to the donor's gender, and then 
examine the brains for differences. The way the original group would be gotten would be 
through the everyday gender attribution process. The scientists would not ask for XX brains 
from the morgue; they would ask for brains from female corpses. The biologists’ activities 


are grounded in the everyday gender attribution process.” 


This then leads to some general comments from Kessler and McKenna about “biology 


and the process of gender attribution”: 


“The only physical characteristics that can play a role in gender attribution in everyday life 
are those that are visible. Hormones, chromosomes, internal reproductive organs, and, for 
adults, genitals are unimportant in the process of classifying someone as female or male in 
everyday life. This is obvious, but it is worth taking note of because of its implications. In the 
first place, if we (socially) define a person's gender as that gender which others attribute to 
them, then most biological criteria are irrelevant. A woman, for example, in a social sense, is 
not the one who produces egg cells. Rather, once a person attributes ‘woman’ that person 
also attributes the ability to produce egg cells to the individual. Whether or not any 
particular woman actually has the capacity to conceive and gestate is not important. It is 
assumed that she can unless proven otherwise, in which case, if a ‘good’ reason is given, the 
‘woman’ attribution is not called into question. The biologists’ criteria are neither a 


necessary nor sufficient condition for being female or male in everyday life. 
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The ultimate biological criterion for defining gender is the individual's role in reproduction, 
which is dependent on whether or not there is at least one Y chromosome. These criteria 
are abstractions, not members’ methods for attributing gender. All human beings, no 
matter what their degree of scientific sophistication, attribute gender. Children attribute 
gender long before they learn about even the most simple biological criteria for being male 


or female. 


Nevertheless, the role of biology in the gender attribution process is to provide ‘signs’ for us. 
Signs are not gender, but they serve as ‘good reasons’ for our attributions in a world where 
biological facts are seen as the ultimate reasons. Genitals are the sole criteria for 
attribution at the time of gender assignment. After that point, if people are asked for their 
reasons for making an attribution the answers are most often in terms of physical 
characteristics. These answers are seen as good reasons (e.g., ‘He had a beard, so | knew he 
was a man’), but the signs that we use as good reasons are not necessarily universal... The 
use of physical signs indicates how much of our construction of gender is grounded in the 


belief that biological criteria are the ultimate criteria. 


Gender is not the only constructed classification that is grounded in biology. The family is 
another. In our society the defining criterion for being a relative is either marriage into a 
family or the biological linkage of ‘blood.’ (It) has been shown how ‘relatives’ are defined in 
American culture on the basis of these criteria; but the criteria are not universal. We 
construct the closest links between people in terms of ‘how much blood’ (i.e., biological 
inheritance) they share, so that siblings are seen as more closely related than cousins; in 
other cultures, other criteria are important, so that mother’s brother may be seen as a much 


closer relative than father’s brother. In our society they would be equally related. 
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The process of gender attribution, like the concept of ‘relation,’ may be universal, but the 
grounds given for making a certain classification are not. They depend on the various 
‘incorrigible propositions’ defining various realities. In our culture, physical and biological 
reality is the ultimate reality, and biological facts give grounds for and support the facticity 
of two genders. At the same time biology itself is grounded in, and gets its support from, 


the basic assumption that there are only two genders.” 


(An example given in the Footnotes here is that of the Nuer people where “a Father is the 
person in whose name the cattle bridewealth is given for the mother. Thus, a woman can 
be married to another woman, and be the husband to the wife and the father of her 
children, despite the Fact that she is not the inseminator. This implies not only a different 


construction of ‘relation’ but, perhaps, a different construction of gender.”) 


Kessler and McKenna, as did Judith Shapiro, see “transsexuals” as an enlightening case in 
the matter of gender relations. This is because, due to their unique situation, they better 
reveal how “gender” is actually being worked out in practice in and through all of us as, 
For 99% of the time, a matter of social interaction. Here Kessler and McKenna make 
certain to inform us that transsexuals are not doing anything different to anyone who is 
not a transsexual. In Fact, the point is that we are all, transsexual or not transsexual, 
doing exactly the same things. The reason transsexuals are particularly relevant, 
however, is that they Face unique challenges in regard to regular, everyday gender 
attribution that most of the rest of us will not. Kessler and McKenna regard not simply 
the behaviours of trans people in needing, trying and succeeding to pass as their 
preferred genders as evidence for the social construction and attribution of gender in 


99% of normal life but also the very fact of our social conception of what trans 
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Functionally is and means as well. They do this with reference to the work of their 
academic Forebear, Harold Garfinkel, the Father of the ethnomethodological approach 
they prefer. In a 1967 book on this method and its application to gender attribution, 
Garfinkel writes some propositions of gender according to the Western “natural 


attitude” towards it: 


“1, There are two, and only two, genders (female and male). 

2. One’s gender is invariant. (If you are female/male, you always were female/male and you 
always will be female/male.) 

3. Genitals are the essential sign of gender. (A female is a person with a vagina; a male is a 
person with a penis.) 

4. Any exceptions to two genders are not to be taken seriously. (They must be jokes, 
pathology, etc.) 

5. There are no transfers from one gender to another except ceremonial ones 
(masquerades). 

6. Everyone must be classified as a member of one gender or another. (There are no cases 
where gender is not attributed.} 

7. The male/female dichotomy is a ‘natural’ one. (Males and females exist independently of 
scientists’ [or anyone else’s] criteria for being male or female.) 

8. Membership in one gender or another is ‘natural.’ (Being female or male is not dependent 


on anyone’s deciding what you are.)” 


Of these propositions themselves Kessler and McKenna then go on to say: 
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“Our discussion (regarding non-Western cultures) suggests that these ‘facts’ about gender 
are not universal; berdache (cross-gender persons discovered in indigenous North America 
by visiting European colonials) contradict most of them. Nevertheless, these are the ‘facts’ 
of gender in terms of Western reality. It might seem that in light of these facts 
transsexualism cannot be taken seriously. The existence of transsexuals appears to deny at 
least points 2 and 5. But if we bracket the ‘facts,’ what we find is that the transsexual, 
through his/her concerns with ‘passing,’ and the medical and legal professions, through 
their treatment of transsexualism, reveal the production of the natural attitude toward 
gender. The transsexual produces a sense of the facticity of gender in social interactions in 
the same way everyone produces it. The natural attitude allows no exceptions, so the 
transsexual, an apparent exception, is seen as not an exception after all, but rather an 
example of the ‘objective’ truth of the facts. This is the paradox that is demonstrated 


throughout this chapter (on transsexuals).” 


It thus fits entirely that being trans becomes a medical and legal subject in a Western 
context where this particular natural attitude with its very specific incorrigible 
propositions holds sway. Trans people have to be understood (socially) as people who Fit 
within these understandings rather than as people who prove their impossibility and 
stupidity (for the latter would necessitate either complete intellectual collapse or, which 
is almost as traumatic, a need to completely re-evaluate society and all its relationships 
at the most fundamental of levels). As a consequence, some of what Kessler and 
McKenna detail in their chapter on transsexuals written in the 1970s is the developing 
medical (and subsequently legal — much as it was with Krafft-Ebing and Psychopathia 


Sexualis) procedures for diagnosing and treating trans people so that they can be trans 
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as well as being “acceptable” members of Western society within the understandings of 


that society in regard to gender as already outlined. 


Thus, for example, in order to fit in with insurance company policies (for gender- 
affirming care, like any care, is not Free) trans becomes a legitimate medical condition 
that requires medical treatment to manage and resolve its particular problems (e.g. 
hormones and, in some cases, surgery). In order to do this, however, the medical 
profession itself has to show that its treatments resolve a prior experienced problem 
(now usually referred to as “gender dysphoria”) and have overwhelmingly successful 
outcomes which demonstrate its efficacy. Trans people are, thus, being Fitted into a 
Western system of gender attribution, with all its incorrigible propositions, despite the 
Fact they might be imagined to disprove them. In fact, as Kessler and McKenna have 
suggested, they do not. Paradoxically, they Further reinforce them. Here one very 
important Factor historically for this procedure to work has been that being trans must 
never be seen as a “choice” for medical issues are not choices; they are physically or 
mentally undesired circumstances which require treatments and interventions to 
manage and/or resolve. This explains why many trans people will often have a very spiky 
reaction to those who suggest being trans is in any way voluntary. They are (perhaps 
sometimes subconsciously) conforming to the medical conception of their situation For 


the purpose of social acceptability along the Fabricated medico-legal pathway. 


Thus, although a trans person would normally think of themselves as having been trans 
(and so with their imagined gender identity) from birth, actually receiving such a gender 
attribution in normal life has not been so easy in a situation in which they must have 


their gender attributed in the regular social ways already discussed and without any 
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special dispensations. Everybody, readers must understand, gets their gender attributed 
in the same way in normal life: no exceptions. Kessler and McKenna report, however, 
that this can lead to some icky ideas when ideals of sexual attraction are also applied. (It 
is reported by them that some medical practitioners dealing with male-to-female trans 
patients — most practitioners being straight cis males — used how aroused or turned on 
they were by their trans woman patient as a measure of the “success” of the treatment, 
“success” here being regarded as the patient’s subsequent sexual desirability, or even 
the reality of the actual trans phenomenon — a “real” trans woman supposedly being that 
one which can sexually arouse you.) What is certainly the case, however, is that trans 
people, at least in the research period Kessler and McKenna covered, were expected to 
be able to subsequently pass (and so have their “correct” gender attributed) in everyday 
life. This, as Kessler and McKenna have already suggested, is, in fact, what “gender” 
practically means pretty much all of the time: to be related to as either a man or a 
woman accordingly. In Fact here they remark that “comfortableness with their ‘new’ 
gender and their success in being ‘taken for’ a man or a woman” are the important 
Factors that “constitute gender membership” in their terms. Naturally, of course, when 
one is habitually taken For the gender one imagines oneself to be it will result in an 
increased comfortableness in and with that gender (and, one imagines, improved mental 
health too). This, in Fact, is why gender critical dissent and doxxing is so traumatic and 
destructive for, if | may put it like this without any intent to upset anyone, such actions 


“break the illusion of gender” which every one of us is actually performing together. 


What should emerge from all this talk, however, is the social understanding that no trans 
person can just declare themselves trans and expect to be seen as the gender identity 


they Feel themselves to be. Neither is simply “performing a gender role” enough (at least 
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in the West). Medical and, consequently, legal procedures have been developed as 
avenues by which trans people may progress to the situation where they are perceived in 
gender terms as anyone else in Western society would be - which is as that gender they 
consider themselves to be. Being perceived publicly as that gender so that a match is 
achieved is regarded as medical success and as the demonstration of the West’s gender 


attribution processes which lead to formal and legal recognition. 


It is important to note here, once again, that none of this is anything to do with “having 
the right equipment” 99% of the time as the regular gender attribution processes are 
nothing to do with this. Normally, in fact, hormones which change the body’s outward 
appearance (making trans men more hairy and masculine and trans women, softer, more 
curvy, and with the development of breasts), when added together with appropriate 
clothing, make up and hairstyle and some coaching as to how to speak, walk and act, are 
more than enough to elicit the imagined appropriate attributions (to which what Kessler 
and McKenna call “cultural genitals” are then added whether the physical body has them 
or not. The point here is that a cultural gender attribution assigns all the imagined 
cultural necessities to one so assigned as a kind of necessary Fiction). What is actually 
between someone’s legs is almost completely irrelevant in this and so gender-affirming 
surgery is not especially pertinent either. The point Kessler and McKenna consistently 
make in all this, however, is that “in a society that could tolerate lack of correspondence 
(between gender attribution and gender appearance), there would be no transsexuals.” 
In other words, that there are trans people, and that this is how they, like anyone else, 
must validate themselves in gender terms, is the proof of the West's particular gender 


attribution system. 
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An interesting situation here is that Kessler and McKenna go on to remark that “We 
suspect that in a society that allowed men to have vaginas and women to have penises, 
the biological imperative of gender would weaken. Gender membership would be based 
on gender identity rather than genitals.” Why this is interesting is that, in a world now 
more than ever populated by people who describe themselves as “non-binary” or “enby” 
(a slang term for non-binary) or as genderqueer or genderflux or as believers in gender 
nihilism (the de[con]struction of gender, and gendered social systems, entirely), things 
have actually moved in this direction. This is a related but ultimately entirely different 
situation to that of the trans person, however, for trans people work within a binary 
understanding of gender but all of these latter kinds of people do not; they challenge 
the existence of a gender binary that is Fundamental to Western thought about human 
relationships at the most basic of levels, deliberately confusing, obfuscating or flat out 
ignoring its social prescriptions. (They use they/them instead of he/him or she/her 


pronouns, for example.) 


So, in this understanding, at the most casual level in various trans and non-binary 
Friendly social media spaces, terminology such as “girlcocks” is de rigeur whilst in 
pornographic spaces the “shemale” (which some trans people consider a slur as it is a 
combination of two things rather than the singular thing they imagine themselves to be) 
is normal. What such various terminology, whether approved or despised, demonstrates, 
is that admixtures of gender, and its various attributing Factors, are now far more 
prevalent than in the world of 45 years ago that Kessler and McKenna discuss. In Fact, in 
their study (as with many others from the 1960s, 70s, 80s and even 90s) the concept of 
the non-binary person or the person who flits back and forth between genders is 


entirely absent (as the natural attitude and its incorrigible propositions Kessler and 
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McKenna discuss requires). Thus, one wonders how one would even begin to medically 
and legally understand such latter phenomena. | guess we will either Find out or such 
people will find a way to subvert any medical or legal system that requires their 
assimilation to it. Certainly in all that Kessler and McKenna have to say about social 
gender attribution such people have not been taken into account and more work would 
need to be done to make their thesis applicable to them and particularly in regard to 
“passing” where such procedures are an ongoing practice practised by both parties in a 
social exchange. Yet, in order to “pass”, one must know the options for what one is 
passing as. Thus, non-binary categories of persons are likely to be constantly mis- 
attributed on their own terms and this partly explains why in LGBTQ+ spaces pronouns 
and other social protocols are expressly pushed as means to mutually acceptable 
recognition of each other on their own terms, a new kind of politics and political thinking 
with possibly revolutionary effects, based on gender identity, which perhaps explains 
the recent strong resistance to it, especially From conservative and reactionary forces 


insisting on the maintenance of a very strictly and biologically defined status quo. 


One of the key biological and sexological thinkers who has contributed (perhaps 
unknowingly) to this area of thought (and its subsequently emerging politics) in recent 
decades, shaping knowledge about sex and gender in both the academy and on out into 
wider society, is Anne Fausto-Sterling. (Kathleen Stock specifically mentions Fausto- 
Sterling as one of those significant points on the way to “gender ideology” she 
references at the beginning of her book; Helen Joyce prefers to ignore her, instead 
referencing a scholarly response and refutation to her ideas about the prevalence of 
intersex people in her “Further reading” section at the end of her text.) Indeed, it is 


probably Fair to say that Fausto-Sterling’s book Sexing the Body: Gender Politics and the 
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Construction of Sexuality is one of the most substantial texts of our age (it was originally 
published in 2000 with an updated version published in 2020) on the matters it discusses 
and so is, consequently, one gender critics do their utmost best to either misunderstand 
or otherwise totally ignore as a result. Here, of course, it is absolutely pertinent that 
Fausto-Sterling is a biologist and sexologist of some seniority, experience and repute 
with all the requisite disciplinary knowledge to speak with some clarity about the 


matters she discusses on those terms. 


Early on in Sexing the Body Fausto-Sterling makes a point that, by now in this chapter, we 


have heard before when she writes: 


“One of the major claims | make in this book is that labelling someone a man or a woman is 
a social decision. We may use scientific knowledge to help us make the decision, but only 
our beliefs about gender—not science—can define our sex. Furthermore, our beliefs about 


gender affect what kinds of knowledge scientists produce about sex in the first place.” 


This, of course, is almost exactly what Kessler and McKenna said in Gender. Fausto- 


Sterling, however, sets this in a Further context: 


“The central tenet of this book is that truths about human sexuality created by scholars in 
general and by biologists in particular are one component of political, social, and moral 


struggles about our cultures and economies.” 


This, | believe, is simply another way of saying that such “truths” are politics and it is why 


biologists and sexologists — much like Fausto-Sterling herself — Find themselves writing 


473 


opinion pieces For newspapers (which is something people like Helen Joyce and Kathleen 
Stock have done as well) as much as they find themselves writing academic tomes or 
scientific papers. For example, much of the early chapters of Fausto-Sterling’s book deal 
with people designated as “intersex”, a generalising description which actually covers 
multiple differing phenomena from indistinct or irregular genitals at birth to mixed 
chromosomes to imagined hormonal peculiarities — all of which are completely natural in 
their origins. (It is thus no surprise that in this book Fausto-Sterling has much to say 
about both Maria Patifo and Caster Semenya, two athletes judged by the athletics 
authorities not suitable to race as their natural selves in women’s competitions even 
though both were born, and lived their entire lives, as females. As a result of both of 
these athletes the authorities changed their rules and their definitions of what women 
biologically are explicitly to outlaw such people from competition.) The political angle in 


all of this is demonstrated when Fausto-Sterling observes that: 


“From the viewpoint of medical practitioners, progress in the handling of intersexuality 
involves maintaining the normal. Accordingly, there ought to be only two boxes: male and 
female. The knowledge developed by the medical disciplines empowers doctors to maintain 
a mythology of the normal by changing the intersexual body to fit, as nearly as possible, 


into one or the other cubbyhole... 


But why should we care if a ‘woman’ (defined as having breasts, a vagina, uterus, ovaries, 
and menstruation) has a ‘clitoris’ large enough to penetrate the vagina of another woman? 
Why should we care if there are individuals whose ‘natural biological equipment’ enables 
them to have sex ‘naturally’ with both men and women? Why must we amputate or 


surgically hide that ‘offending shaft’ found on an especially large clitoris? The answer: to 
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maintain gender divisions, we must control those bodies that are so unruly as to blur the 
borders. Since intersexuals quite literally embody both sexes, they weaken claims about 


sexual difference.” 


Here in Fausto-Sterling’s words we see quite clearly that bodies, and the things we 
imagine they can signify, are very political things, things politically conceived and things 
politically arbitrated. Her talk of “a mythology of the normal” is very pertinent to this as 
well for we see that this is also part of a particular politics and not the “objective reality” 
(which would need no mythology and would “speak for itself”) that is claimed of it. 
Fausto-Sterling here goes on to point out that Alfred Kinsey's famous mid-twentieth 
century studies of male and female sexuality judged that sexuality according to scales, 
spectrums or continuums rather than as absolutes of this or that. What's more, none of 
our understandings of either sexuality or gender in the cultural West are universal and 
so cannot be imagined as obvious realities any or all human beings are just bound to 
come to as a recognition of the “natural kinds” some imagine them to be. Sex and 
gender themselves even have histories, as Fausto-Sterling herself makes a point of 
noting and as even the all too brief references in this book of my own have shown. Any 
claim to then have “the objective reality of sex” or some such similar thing should always 
be seen as a POLITICAL claim and as much a matter of POLITICS as anything else. Any 
and all constructions of sex and/or gender as ideas thus have a political (+ social + moral 
+ intellectual) context and are never simply pulling “reality” out of one’s mind. For 


example, Fausto-Sterling here refers to the work of anthropologist Gil Herdt who: 


“catalogs four primary cultural approaches to the organization of human sexuality. Age- 


structured homosexuality, such as that found in ancient Greece, also appears in some 
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modern cultures in which adolescent boys go through a developmental period in which they 
are isolated with older males and perform fellatio on a regular basis. Such acts are 
understood to be part of the normal process of becoming an adult heterosexual. In gender- 
reversed homosexuality, ‘same-sex activity involves a reversal of normative sex-role 
comportment: males dress and act as females, and females dress and behave as males.’ 
Herdt used the concept of role-specialized homosexuality for cultures that sanction same- 
sex activity only for people who play a particular social role, such as a shaman. Role- 
specialized homosexuality contrasts sharply with our own cultural creation: the modern gay 
movement. To declare oneself ‘gay’ in the United States is to adopt an identity and to join a 


social and sometimes political movement.” 


The examples should not matter here for we should get the point that, in different 
times, places and cultures, people construe sexualities and genders, and their 
importance in and for social structures or organisation, in their own individual ways as 
societies and communities. There is no one way to do this and there probably never has 
been either given our diverse and evolutionary heritage. The claim to objective sexual, 
gendered or biological reality is then a POLITICAL claim First and foremost, a matter of 
politics and politicking according to “natural attitudes” and “incorrigible propositions” 
that change from place to place and culture to culture. For example, as Fausto-Sterling 
quotes the Nigerian anthropologist Oyeronke Oyewumi, in the Yoruba culture of Nigeria 
“seniority of age” is a more significant social organizer than gender. Such an idea is 
presumably as “natural” to the Yoruba as the importance of gender is to those in Euro- 
America. In both cases, however, societies are constructed socially, and in political ways, 
based on a politicisation of bodies, their significations and meanings. Fausto-Sterling 


here makes the remark that “sexuality is a somatic fact created by a cultural effect” and 
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she does this precisely to muddy the binary thinking of those who want to oppose 
“gender” with “sex” so that those who regard gender as their primary concern can 
always be opposed with the supposed “immutable biology” of sex, that non-human 
authority which commands our obedience to it. But, as Fausto-Sterling says now 


exegeting the thought of Judith Butler in her book Bodies That Matter. 


“To be material is to speak about the process of materialization. And if viewpoints about 
sex and sexuality are already embedded in our philosophical concepts of how matter forms 
into bodies, the matter of bodies cannot form a neutral, pre-existing ground from which to 


understand the origins of sexual difference.” 


| would myself put this much more simply: our bodies themselves always already rely on 
our thought in order to understand what they are. Bodies never, can never, speak for 
themselves. Some human beings, somewhere, always already speak for them. Bodies 
are, thus, no non-human authorities either. They are speechless and thoughtless 
contingencies. All we ever have is competing political and rhetorical discourses about 
them, their values, meanings and relations. Materiality never trumps talk for it is the talk 
(which, as Rorty reminded us, is nevertheless constrained by materiality) that imputes 
value, ascribes meaning and describes the relations. Politics and intersubjectivity is the 
reality; “immutable objectivity” is mere rhetoric in the political and intersubjective game. 


So, as Fausto-Sterling then makes a similar point about children: 


“raw materials are never enough. They must be provided with a set of meanings, ‘a network 
of desires’ that organize the meanings and consciousness of the child’s bodily functions. This 


claim becomes clear if one follows the stories of so-called wild children raised without 
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human constraints or the inculcation of meaning. Such children acquire neither language 
nor sexual drive. While their bodies provided the raw materials, without a human social 
setting the clay could not be molded into recognizable psychic form. Without human 
sociality, human sexuality cannot develop. (Human researchers) tr(y) to understand how 
human sociality and meaning that clearly originate outside the body end(s) up incorporated 


into its physiological demeanor and both unconscious and conscious behaviors.” 


Thus, as Elizabeth Grosz argues through Fausto-Sterling’s quotation of her, “body image 
cannot be simply and unequivocally identified with the sensations provided by a purely 
anatomical body. The body image is as much a function of the subject’s psychology and 
sociohistorical context as its anatomy.” Human beings are not just “material”. They are 
value, meaning, understanding, process, relationship. They are a psychology and a 
history and a socialisation. To reduce all this to a matter of arbitrating, authoritative 
materiality, a completely ideological abstraction outside time and space, is both naked 
politics and one-eyed thinking. But, more than this and utilising Grosz in Fausto- 
Sterling's argument again, “we cannot merely ‘subtract the environment, culture, 


mu 


history’ and end up with ‘nature or biology’.” This, in turn, leads Fausto-Sterling to say: 


“I suspect that our labels of homosexual, heterosexual, bisexual, and transgender are really 
not good categories at all, and are best understood only in terms of unique developmental 
events affecting particular individuals. Thus, | agree with those connectionists who argue 
that ‘the developmental process itself lies at the heart of knowledge acquisition. 
Development is a process of emergence.’ In most public and most scientific discussions, sex 
and nature are thought to be real, while gender and culture are seen as constructed. But 


these are false dichotomies.” 
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However: 


“if the state and legal system (not to mention the academic and medical world) has an 
interest in maintaining only two sexes, our collective biological bodies do not. While male 
and female stand on the extreme ends of a biological continuum, there are many other 
bodies... that evidently mix together anatomical components conventionally attributed to 
both males and females. The implications of my argument for a sexual continuum are 
profound. If nature really offers us more than two sexes, then it follows that our current 
notions of masculinity and femininity are cultural conceits. Reconceptualizing the category 


of ‘sex’ challenges cherished aspects of European and American social organization.” 


The important thing to note here for my purposes in this chapter is that “A disorder of 
either sex or sex roles is a disorder in the social Fabric” as Fausto-Sterling herself 
observes. This is, in Fact, a complete and sufficient explanation for the concerted 
political action against trans and non-binary people by political and social conservatives 
in Euro-America today. The way some people have come to think about their bodies, and 
their bodies’ relations to others’ bodies, has precipitated mass political action against 
them as, to the conservatives, it seeks to undermine the very basis they imagine society 
should be based upon, a basis of fixed and determined sex roles set in the amber of Fixed 
biological sexes. Fausto-Sterling’s book catalogues this Fight in scientific and medical 
places through arguments about intersex people or chromosomes or hormones or 
imagined sexed brains which, as Kessler and McKenna already highlighted, are not really 
based on any “reality” about these things at all but a prior social conviction that there 
just are two, and only two, unchangeable genders of human beings. As Fausto-Sterling 


puts this: “At stake (is) the maintenance of the social order and the rights of man (meant 
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literally).” It has, in Fact, always meant this and was as evident in the innovative 
classifications of Krafft-Ebing in Psychopathia Sexualis as it is in the politically motivated 


inane ramblings of Joyce and Stock in Trans and Material Girls. 


Fausto-Sterling’s own way around this is to refuse the binary of sex/gender or 
nature/nurture. Seeking a developmental understanding of human maturity motivated 
by her biological background and interests, she does something the politically motivated 
hacks with their populist books written to whip up hysteria by means of claims to 
material but non-human authority do not do: she attempts to provide a scientifically 
literate account of sex and gender which does not pit materiality against environment or 
what is given against what might happen to it. At the level of DNA Fausto-Sterling thus 
states that: “a gene’s actions, or lack thereof, depend on the microcosm in which it Finds 
itself.” In her politics/biology (which are the same thing since even Fausto-Sterling 
recognises that “biology is politics”) an abstract materiality which just is an arbitrating 
authority will not work. Materiality has contexts, histories and relationships. These 
things, as her book details at some length, can change that very same materiality. (Isn’t 
this in Fact the basis of evolution itself, that material interacts with environment and 
that which best adapts progresses through its subsequent development?) Fausto- 


Sterling consequently offers the Following developmental image: 


“Development, to paraphrase the philosopher Alfred North Whitehead, is a moving target. 
As an organism emerges from a single fertilized egg cell, it builds on what has gone before. 
By analogy, consider how a forest grows back in an empty, unmowed field. At first annuals, 
grasses, and woody shrubs appear, then a few years later scattered cedars, willows, 


hawthornes, and locusts. These trees need full sun to grow, so as they get larger, they 
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create so much shade that their own seedlings cannot survive. But the white poplar does 
well under the conditions created by the cedar and its companions. Eventually, the poplar 
and other trees create a cool, leaf-covered forest floor on which the seedlings of hemlock, 
spruce, red maple, and oak thrive. Finally these create conditions for hemlock, beech, and 
sugar maple to grow. These new trees, in turn, create a microclimate under which their own 
seedlings thrive, and a stable constellation of trees, called a climax forest, finally develops. 
The regularity of such a succession of growth does not result from some ecological program 
found in the genes of cedar, hawthorne, and willow trees, ‘rather it arises via a historical 
cascade of complex stochastic [random processes that can be studied statistically] 


interactions between various’ living organisms.” 


| like the image here For it Fits well with previous political images | have used, after more 
illustrious others, of mutual aid and social solidarity, the idea that things in their 
interactions progress and survive rather than as “rugged individualists”. Fausto-Sterling’s 
biology is very much about this socialised kind of thinking. It is about processes and 
relationships and possibilities not Fixities and unchangeability and the given. Of course, 
what is there is never unimportant but if we imagine anything other than that it is there 
in a vacuum in which nothing else can ever affect it or in which nothing can be in 
relationship with it, possibly changing it as a result, then we are in a much more social 
world than the political enemies of trans and non-binary people would wish us to exist. 


Thus, and for example: 


“The fact that human brains are also plastic, a concept that recently has begun to make it 
into the mass media, makes it possible to imagine mechanisms by which gendered 


experience could become gendered soma. Environmental signals stimulate the growth of 
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new brain cells or cause old ones to make new connections. At birth the human brain is 
quite incomplete. Many of the connections between nerve cells and other parts of the body 
are tentative, requiring at least a little external stimulation to become permanent. In some 
brain regions, unused neural connections disintegrate throughout the first twelve years of 
life. Thus, early physical and cognitive experience shape the brain's structure. Even muscular 


movements before birth play a role in brain development... 


the material anatomic connections in the brain respond to external influences. Such 
knowledge wreaks havoc with both attempts to maintain a distinction between mind and 
body and attempts to offer up the body as a precursor to behavior. Instead they back up an 
insistence that the environment and the body co-produce behavior and that it is 


inappropriate to try to make one component prior to the other... 


‘The true nature of the central nervous system has eluded investigators because of its fully 
integrated, constantly changing structure and a symphony of chemical mediators. Each 
sensation, thought, feeling, movement and social interaction changes the structure and 
function of the brain. The mere presence of another living organism can have profound 


effects on the mind and body.” 


| mention these things because it has seemed to be one of the not always publicly 
articulated beliefs of gender critical people that trans people (and non-binary people 
now too of course) are basically “making it up” that they are trans. Their incorrigible 
propositions are that sex is two and Fixed and that this is Forever unable to change (it is 
static). Trans and non-binary people must, therefore, somehow be either deceived or 


deceiving. The gender critic’s biology is thus stuck at a certain point and refuses to 


482 


progress further — | have been arguing in this chapter because their philosophy and 
politics is authoritarian. That of Fausto-Sterling, however, at least in this matter, is not. 


She seeks to understand how things beyond matter may and can affect matter. Thus: 


“Not only does sexual physiology change with age—so, too, does sexual anatomy. | don’t 
mean that a penis drops off or an ovary dissolves, but that one’s physique, one’s anatomical 
function, and how one experiences one’s sexual body change over time. We take for granted 
that the bodies of a newborn, a twenty-year-old, and an eighty-year-old differ. Yet we 
persist in a static vision of anatomical sex. The changes that occur throughout the life cycle 
all happen as part of a biocultural system in which cells and culture mutually construct each 


other... We think of anatomy as constant, but it isn’t.... 


Reproduction also changes throughout the life cycle. As we grow, we move from a period of 
reproductive immaturity into one during which procreation is possible. We may or may not 
actually have children (or actually be fertile, for that matter), and when and how we choose 
to do so will profoundly affect the experience. Motherhood at twenty and at forty, in a 
heterosexual couple, as a single parent, or in a lesbian partnership is not a singular, 
biological experience. It will differ emotionally and physiologically according to one’s age, 
social circumstance, general health, and financial resources. The body and the 
circumstances in which it reproduces are not separable entities. Here again something that 
we often think of as static changes across the life cycle and can be understood only in terms 
of a biocultural system. In their book Rethinking Innateness, the psychologist Jeffrey Elman 
and his colleagues ask why animals with complex social lives go through long periods of 
postnatal immaturity, which would seem to present big dangers: ‘vulnerability, dependence, 


y 


consumption of parental and social resources.’ ‘Of all primates,’ they note, ‘humans take the 
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longest to mature.’ Their answer: long periods of development allow more time for the 
environment (historical, cultural, and physical) to shape the developing organism. Indeed, 
development within a social system is the sine qua non of human sexual complexity. Form 
and behavior emerge only via a dynamic system of development. Our psyches connect the 
outside to the inside (and vice versa) because our multiyear development occurs integrated 


within a social system.” 


Consequently: 
“"Gender,’ argue some sociologists, ‘is a situated accomplishment... not merely an individual 
attribute but something accomplished in interaction with others.’ Both children and adults 
learn through direct feedback from others to ‘do gender.’ Classmates, parents, teachers, 
and even strangers on the street evaluate how a child dresses. A boy who wears pants 
conforms to social norms, while one who dons a skirt does not. And he hears about it right 
away! Gender, then, is never merely individual, but involves interactions between small 
groups of people. Gender involves institutional rules. If a gay man made up as a woman 
walks down the street, he soon learns that he has deviated from a gender norm. The same 
man ina gay bar will receive compliments as he partakes in a subculture that plays by a 
different set of guidelines. Furthermore, we ‘do gender’ as part of ‘doing difference.’ We 
establish identities that include race and class as well as gender, and we do gender 


differently depending upon our location in racial and class hierarchies... 


as a social institution, gender is a process of creating distinguishable social statuses for the 
assignment of rights and responsibilities.... As a process, gender creates the social 


differences that define ‘woman’ and ‘man.’... Gendered patterns of interaction acquire 
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additional layers of gendered sexuality, parenting, and work behaviors in childhood, 


adolescence and adulthood.” 


The upshot of all this (and, indeed, of Fausto-Sterling’s whole book) is that human 
actuality is a social, cultural, developmental and not merely material business. This is 
what it means to be “embodied”. This implicates not only philosophical postulates 
otherwise understood as incorrigible propositions or natural attitudes but also the 
inevitability of politics. The “politics of sex and gender” as my chapter heading earlier 
indicated this particular chapter was to be about, is that sex and gender is politics. In 
Fact, | find myself consequently agreeing with Fausto-Sterling as she concludes her 


penultimate chapter here: 


“The feminist theorist Donna Haraway has written that biology is politics by other means. 
This book provides an extended argument for the truth of that claim. We will, | am sure, 
continue to fight our politics through arguments about biology. | want us never, in the 
process, to lose sight of the fact that our debates about the body's biology are always 
simultaneously moral, ethical, and political debates about social and political equality and 


the possibilities for change. Nothing less is at stake.” 


That being so, Fausto-Sterling argues as the conclusion to her book that it is as much 
cultural codes and learnings as materiality which teach us about sexuality and gender. 
These are not things imprinted in our DNA from birth (Fausto-Sterling denies children 
are born with either a sexed or gendered identity, imagining they acquire both sexuality 


and gender developmentally) and, indeed, not even separate things (Fausto-Sterling 
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conceives of the compound entity “gender/sex” and imagines “gender and sex as co- 


constitutive”). She thinks that: 


“the gender/sex point of view asserts that culture becomes biology. Gender and sex are 
inextricable processes. Rather than being determined at each step by autonomous 
biological processes, development is an active stasis composed of entangled systems. 
Change happens if or when something disrupts one or more of the underlying systems, but 


at any one moment a person's mindset gives the illusion of fixity.” 


This is certainly a more integrative, more realistic (as in, it imagines to take place in a real 
world of every day experience) point of view, one which takes experience seriously. As 
such, it is not an authoritarian view or one which seeks to impose universal dictates on 
anyone — for our environments, cultures and experiences are all different. It seeks to 
explain human embodiment and its meanings rather than taking a political stance that is 
for some people and against others. It involves "people who live in the world” and so 
pays heed to social phenomena and relationships. It is an attempt to seriously and 
scientifically appreciate how people gain and do sexual and gendered understandings of 
themselves. This, we may note, is what the Stocks and Joyces of this world do not do. 
They regard science as settled and fixed and as somehow perfectly in line with their 
unquestioned assumptions. They are not interested in the detail of scientific discovery 
or understanding because for them these matters are dogmatically simple and 
materially unchangeable. But is that how human thought works? Is that how human 


truth works? Or is it just the propositions of their own controlling politics? 
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Earlier, at the start of this chapter, | referred to the essay “On Truth and Lying in a Non- 
Moral Sense” by Friedrich Nietzsche. You may recall the little parable he offered about 
human beings with their “cognition” who had to die and their “truths” which were 
denominated “illusions”. | want to finally close this chapter now by examining this short 
essay in more detail For, in an alternative way, it illuminates the point | was making, First 
by means of the anti-authoritarian philosophy of Richard Rorty, and then through some 
examples of science and the humanities from Judith Shapiro, Kessler and McKenna and 
Anne Fausto-Sterling. That point, in a nutshell, is that: there are no “authorities” here; all 
we have is politics and intersubjective inquiry and social interactions and cooperations 
Fitted to getting us where we decide we want to go; our reasons, values, meanings and 
beliefs will then be our own and necessarily related to our desires, locations and 
destinations. Why we believe what we believe as situated beings who want to survive is 
what matters; articulating that to others as necessary is our concern. All this, including 


that we do this, will reveal who we are. 


In “On Truth and Lying in a Non-Moral Sense” Nietzsche makes this point rather bluntly 
and with little development. (The essay itself is short and undeveloped. Nietzsche 
himself never published it but certainly revisited its themes in more worked out detail 
elsewhere.) He begins, of course, with his parable: Human beings are inconsequential 
nothings who find themselves with a Faculty called “cognition” with drives them crazy 
with arrogant self-importance. They come to believe they have “knowledge” and swell 
with inappropriate pride at this non-achievement before — shazam! — they simply blink 
out of existence again. No one now knows they were ever there and, as a consequence 
of their existence (and its “knowledge”), nothing has happened. Nietzsche has some 


interesting, if rudimentary, things to say about this human intellect that produces 
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“knowledge” and “truth”. They serve, for me at least, as background propositions about 
these things in human understanding and as pertinent commentary on the very idea of 
intellectual “authorities” such as Knowledge, Reality or Truth. We also see them, in 
appropriately pragmatist language, in Richard Rorty’s work with which | began this 
chapter. Rather than engage in yet more long drawn out exegesis of these ideas, 
however, I'll just quote Nietzsche. The argument itself is not that complex or hard to 
understand. We begin almost exactly after his opening parable where Nietzsche is 


reflecting on the ability of the intellect to produce the swelling pride “cognition”: 


“It is odd that the intellect can produce this effect, since it is nothing other than an aid 
supplied to the most unfortunate, most delicate and most transient of beings so as to 
detain them for a minute within existence; otherwise, without this supplement, they would 
have every reason to flee existence as quickly as did Lessing's infant son. (The philosopher 
Lessing's son died immediately after birth.) The arrogance inherent in cognition and feeling 
casts a blinding fog over the eyes and senses of human beings, and because it contains 
within itself the most flattering evaluation of cognition it deceives them about the value of 
existence. Its most general effect is deception - but each of its separate effects also has 


something of the same character. 


As a means for the preservation of the individual, the intellect shows its greatest strengths 
in dissimulation, since this is the means to preserve those weaker, less robust individuals 
who, by nature, are denied horns or the sharp fangs of a beast of prey with which to wage 
the struggle for existence. This art of dissimulation reaches its peak in humankind, where 
deception, flattery, lying and cheating, speaking behind the backs of others, keeping up 


appearances, living in borrowed finery, wearing masks, the drapery of convention, play- 
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acting for the benefit of others and oneself-in short, the constant fluttering of human 
beings around the one flame of vanity is so much the rule and the law that there is virtually 
nothing which defies understanding so much as the fact that an honest and pure drive 
towards truth should ever have emerged in them. They are deeply immersed in illusions and 
dream-images; their eyes merely glide across the surface of things and see 'forms'; nowhere 
does their perception lead into truth; instead it is content to receive stimuli and, as it were, 
to play with its fingers on the back of things. What is more, human beings allow themselves 
to be lied to in dreams every night of their lives, without their moral sense ever seeking to 
prevent this happening, whereas it is said that some people have even eliminated snoring by 
will-power. What do human beings really know about themselves? Are they even capable of 
perceiving themselves in their entirety just once, stretched out as in an illuminated glass 
case? Does nature not remain silent about almost everything, even about our bodies, 
banishing and enclosing us within a proud, illusory consciousness, far away from the twists 
and turns of the bowels, the rapid flow of the blood stream and the complicated tremblings 
of the nerve-fibres? Nature has thrown away the key, and woe betide fateful curiosity 
should it ever succeed in peering through a crack in the chamber of consciousness, out and 
down into the depths, and thus gain an intimation of the fact that humanity, in the 
indifference of its ignorance, rests on the pitiless, the greedy, the insatiable, the murderous 
- clinging in dreams, as it were, to the back of a tiger. Given this constellation, where on 


earth can the drive to truth possibly have come from? 


Insofar as the individual wishes to preserve himself in relation to other individuals, in the 
state of nature he mostly used his intellect for concealment and dissimulation; however, 
because necessity and boredom also lead men to want to live in societies and herds, they 


need a peace treaty, and so they endeavour to eliminate from their world at least the 
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crudest forms of the bellum omnium contra omnes (war of all against all). In the wake of 
this peace treaty, however, comes something which looks like the first step towards the 
acquisition of that mysterious drive for truth. For that which is to count as ‘truth’ from this 
point onwards now becomes fixed, i.e. a way of designating things is invented which has the 
same validity and force everywhere, and the legislation of language also produces the first 
laws of truth, for the contrast between truth and lying comes into existence here for the 
first time: the liar uses the valid tokens of designation - words - to make the unreal appear 
to be real; he says, for example, ‘Il am rich’, whereas the correct designation for this 
condition would be, precisely, ‘poor’. He misuses the established conventions by arbitrarily 
switching or even inverting the names for things. If he does this in a manner that is selfish 
and otherwise harmful, society will no longer trust him and therefore exclude him from its 
ranks. Human beings do not so much flee from being tricked as from being harmed by being 
tricked. Even on this level they do not hate deception but rather the damaging, inimical 
consequences of certain species of deception. Truth, too, is only desired by human beings in 
a similarly limited sense. They desire the pleasant, life-preserving consequences of truth; 
they are indifferent to pure knowledge if it has no consequences, but they are actually 
hostile towards truths which may be harmful and destructive. And, besides, what is the 
status of those conventions of language? Are they perhaps products of knowledge, of the 
sense of truth? Is there a perfect match between things and their designations? Is language 


the full and adequate expression of all realities? 


Only through forgetfulness could human beings ever entertain the illusion that they possess 
truth to the degree described above. If they will not content themselves with truth in the 
form of tautology, i.e. with empty husks, they will for ever exchange illusions for truth. 


What is a word? The copy of a nervous stimulation in sounds. To infer from the fact of the 
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nervous stimulation that there exists a cause outside us is already the result of applying the 
principle of sufficient reason wrongly. If truth alone had been decisive in the genesis of 
language, if the viewpoint of certainty had been decisive in creating designations, how 
could we possibly be permitted to say, 'The stone is hard’, as if 'hard' were something 
known to us in some other way, and not merely as an entirely subjective stimulus? We divide 
things up by gender, describing a tree as masculine and a plant as feminine (in German der 
Baum is masculine and die Pflanze is feminine) - how arbitrary these translations are! How 
far they have flown beyond the canon of certainty! We speak of a snake; the designation 
captures only its twisting movements and thus could equally well apply to a worm. How 
arbitrarily these borders are drawn, how one-sided the preference for this or that property 
of a thing! When different languages are set alongside one another it becomes clear that, 
where words are concerned, what matters is never truth, never the full and adequate 
expression; otherwise there would not be so many languages. The '‘thing-in-itself' (which 
would be, precisely, pure truth, truth without consequences) is impossible for even the 
creator of language to grasp, and indeed this is not at all desirable. He designates only the 
relations of things to human beings, and in order to express them he avails himself of the 
boldest metaphors. The stimulation of a nerve is first translated into an image: first 
metaphor! The image is then imitated by a sound: second metaphor! And each time there is 
a complete leap from one sphere into the heart of another, new sphere. One can conceive of 
a profoundly deaf human being who has never experienced sound or music; just as such a 
person will gaze in astonishment at the Chladnian sound-figures in sand, find their cause in 
the vibration of a string, and swear that he must now know what men call sound - this is 
precisely what happens to all of us with language. We believe that when we speak of trees, 
colours, snow, and flowers, we have knowledge of the things themselves, and yet we 


possess only metaphors of things which in no way correspond to the original entities. Just 
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as the musical sound appears as a figure in the sand, so the mysterious 'X' of the thing-in- 
itself appears first as a nervous stimulus, then as an image, and finally as an articulated 
sound. At all events, things do not proceed logically when language comes into being, and 
the entire material in and with which the man of truth, the researcher, the philosopher, 
works and builds, stems, if not from cloud-cuckoo land, then certainly not from the essence 


of things. 


Let us consider in particular how concepts are formed; each word immediately becomes a 
concept, not by virtue of the fact that it is intended to serve as a memory (say) of the 
unique, utterly individualized, primary experience to which it owes its existence, but 
because at the same time it must fit countless other, more or less similar cases, i.e. cases 
which, strictly speaking, are never equivalent, and thus nothing other than non-equivalent 
cases. Every concept comes into being by making equivalent that which is non-equivalent. 
Just as it is certain that no leaf is ever exactly the same as any other leaf, it is equally 
certain that the concept ‘leaf’ is formed by dropping these individual differences arbitrarily, 
by forgetting those features which differentiate one thing from another so that the concept 
then gives rise to the notion that something other than leaves exists in nature, something 
which would be ‘leaf’, a primal form, say, from which all leaves were woven, drawn, 
delineated, dyed, curled, painted - but by a clumsy pair of hands, so that no single example 
turned out to be a faithful. correct, and reliable copy of the primal form. We call a man 
honest we ask, 'Why did he act so honestly today?' Our answer is usually: "Because of his 
honesty.’ Honesty! - yet again, this means that the leaf is the cause of the leaves. We have 
no knowledge of an essential quality which might be called honesty, but we do know of 


numerous individualized and hence non-equivalent actions which we equate with each 
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other by omitting what is unlike, and which we now designate as honest actions; finally we 


formulate from them a qualitas occulta (hidden property) with the name ‘honesty’. 


Like form, a concept is produced by overlooking what is individual and real, whereas nature 
knows neither forms nor concepts and hence no species, but only an 'X' which is inaccessible 
to us and indefinable by us. For the opposition we make between individual and species is 
also anthropomorphic and does not stem from the essence of things, although we equally 
do not dare to say that it does not correspond to the essence of things, since that would be 


a dogmatic assertion and, as such, just as incapable of being proved as its opposite. 


What, then, is truth? A mobile army of metaphors, metonymies, anthropomorphisms, in 
short a sum of human relations which have been subjected to poetic and rhetorical 
intensification, translation, and decoration, and which, after they have been in use for a 
long time, strike a people as firmly established, canonical, and binding; truths are illusions 
of which we have forgotten that they are illusions, metaphors which have become worn by 
frequent use and have lost all sensuous vigour, coins which, having lost their stamp, are 
now regarded as metal and no longer as coins. Yet we still do not know where the drive to 
truth comes from, for so far we have only heard about the obligation to be truthful which 
society imposes in order to exist, i.e. the obligation to use the customary metaphors, or, to 
put it in moral terms, the obligation to lie in accordance with firmly established convention, 
to lie en masse and ina style that is binding for all. Now, it is true that human beings forget 
that this is how things are; thus they lie unconsciously in the way we have described, and in 
accordance with centuries-old habits - and precisely because of this unconsciousness, 
precisely because of this forgetting, they arrive at the feeling of truth. The feeling that one 


is obliged to describe one thing as red, another as cold, and a third as dumb, prompts a 
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moral impulse which pertains to truth; from its opposite, the liar whom no one trusts and all 
exclude, human beings demonstrate to themselves just how honourable, confidence- 
inspiring and useful truth is. As creatures of reason, human beings now make their actions 
subject to the rule of abstractions; they no longer tolerate being swept away by sudden 
impressions and sensuous perceptions; they now generalize all these impressions first, 
turning them into cooler, less colourful concepts in order to harness the vehicle of their lives 
and actions to them. Everything which distinguishes human beings from animals depends 
on this ability to sublimate sensuous metaphors into a schema, in other words, to dissolve 
an image into a concept. This is because something becomes possible in the realm of these 
schemata which could never be achieved in the realm of those sensuous first impressions, 
namely the construction of a pyramidal order based on castes and degrees, the creation of a 
new world of laws, privileges, subordinations, definitions of borders, which now confronts 
the other, sensuously perceived world as something firmer, more general, more familiar, 
more human, and hence as something regulatory and imperative. Whereas every metaphor 
standing for a sensuous perception is individual and unique and is therefore always able to 
escape classification, the great edifice of concepts exhibits the rigid regularity of a Roman 
columbarium, while logic breathes out that air of severity and coolness which is peculiar to 
mathematics. Anyone who has been touched by that cool breath will scarcely believe that 
concepts too, which are as bony and eight-cornered as a dice and just as capable of being 
shifted around, are only the left-over residue of a metaphor, and that the illusion produced 
by the artistic translation of a nervous stimulus into images is, if not the mother, then at 
least the grandmother of each and every concept. Within this conceptual game of dice, 
however, 'truth' means using each die in accordance with its designation, counting its spots 
precisely, forming correct classifications, and never offending against the order of castes 


nor against the sequence of classes of rank. Just as the Romans and the Etruscans divided 
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up the sky with rigid mathematical lines and confined a god in a space which they had thus 
delimited as in a templum (temple), all peoples have just such a mathematically divided 
firmament of concepts above them, and they understand the demand of truth to mean that 
the god of every concept is to be sought only in his sphere. Here one can certainly admire 
humanity as a mighty architectural genius who succeeds in erecting the infinitely 
complicated cathedral of concepts on moving foundations, or even, one might say, on 
flowing water; admittedly, in order to rest on such foundations, it has to be like a thing 
constructed from cobwebs, so delicate that it can be carried off on the waves and yet so 
firm as not to be blown apart by the wind. By these standards the human being is an 
architectural genius who is far superior to the bee; the latter builds with wax which she 
gathers from nature, whereas the human being builds with the far more delicate material 
of concepts which he must first manufacture from himself In this he is to be much admired - 
but just not for his impulse to truth, to the pure cognition of things. If someone hides 
something behind a bush, looks for it in the same place and then finds it there, his seeking 
and finding is nothing much to boast about; but this is exactly how things are as far as the 
seeking and finding of 'truth' within the territory of reason is concerned. If | create the 
definition of a mammal and then, having inspected a camel, declare, 'Behold, a mammal’, 
then a truth has certainly been brought to light, but it is of limited value, by which | mean 
that it is anthropomorphic through and through and contains not a single point which could 
be said to be ‘true in itself’, really and in a generally valid sense, regardless of mankind. 
Anyone who researches for truths of that kind is basically only seeking the metamorphosis 
of the world in human beings; he strives for an understanding of the world as something 
which is similar in kind to humanity, and what he gains by his efforts is at best a feeling of 
assimilation. Rather as the astrologer studies the stars in the service of human beings and in 


relation to humanity's happiness and suffering, this type of researcher regards the whole 
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world as linked to humankind, as the infinitely refracted echo of an original sound, that of 
humanity, and as the multiple copy of a single, original image, that of humanity. His 
procedure is to measure all things against man, and in doing so he takes as his point of 
departure the erroneous belief that he has these things directly before him, as pure objects. 
Thus, forgetting that the original metaphors of perception were indeed metaphors, he takes 


them for the things themselves. 


Only by forgetting this primitive world of metaphor, only by virtue of the fact that a mass of 
images, which originally flowed in a hot, liquid stream from the primal power of the human 
imagination, has become hard and rigid, only because of the invincible faith that this sun, 
this window, this table is a truth in itself - in short only because man forgets himself as a 
subject, and indeed as an artistically creative subject, does he live with some degree of 
peace, security, and consistency; if he could escape for just a moment from the prison walls 


of this faith, it would mean the end of his ‘consciousness of self’... 


Anyone who is at home in such considerations will certainly have felt a deep mistrust of this 
kind of idealism when he has once become clearly convinced of the eternal consistency, 
ubiquitousness and infallibility of the laws of nature; he will then conclude that everything, 
as far as we can penetrate, whether to the heights of the telescopic world or the depths of 
the microscopic world, is so sure, so elaborated, so endless, so much in conformity to laws, 
and so free of lacunae, that science will be able to mine these shafts successfully for ever, 
and that everything found there will be in agreement and without self-contradiction. How 
little all of this resembles a product of the imagination, for if it were such a thing, the 
illusion and the unreality would be bound to be detectable somewhere. The first thing to be 


said against this view is this: if each of us still had a different kind of sensuous perception, if 
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we ourselves could only perceive things as, variously, a bird, a worm, or a plant does, or if 
one of us were to see a stimulus as red, a second person were to see the same stimulus as 
blue, while a third were even to hear it as a sound, nobody would ever speak of nature as 
something conforming to laws; rather they would take it to be nothing other than a highly 
subjective formation. Consequently, what is a law of nature for us at all? It is not known to 
us in itself but only in its effects, i.e. in its relations to other laws of nature which are in turn 
known to us only as relations. Thus, all these relations refer only to one another, and they 
are utterly incomprehensible to us in their essential nature; the only things we really know 
about them are things which we bring to bear on them: time and space, in other words, 
relations of succession and number. But everything which is wonderful and which elicits our 
astonishment at precisely these laws of nature, everything which demands explanation of 
us and could seduce us into being suspicious of idealism, is attributable precisely and 
exclusively to the rigour and universal validity of the representations of time and space. But 
these we produce within ourselves and from ourselves with the same necessity as a spider 
spins; if we are forced to comprehend all things under these forms alone, then it is no longer 
wonderful that what we comprehend in all these things is actually nothing other than these 
very forms; for all of them must exhibit the laws of number, and number is precisely that 
which is most astonishing about things. All the conformity to laws which we find so 
imposing in the orbits of the stars and chemical processes is basically identical with those 
qualities which we ourselves bring to bear on things, so that what we find imposing is our 
own activity. Of course the consequence of this is that the artistic production of metaphor, 
with which every sensation begins within us, already presupposes those forms, and is thus 
executed in them; only from the stability of these original forms can one explain how it is 


possible for an edifice of concepts to be constituted in its turn from the metaphors 
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themselves. For this conceptual edifice is an imitation of the relations of time, space, and 


number on the foundations of metaphor.” 


In the course of all of this rhetoric, a rhetoric which basically states the Fundamentally 
Fictional and imaginative quality of human intellectual activity, Nietzsche states that “it 


is not true that the essence of things appears in the empirical world.” He tells us that: 


“human beings themselves have an unconquerable urge to let themselves be deceived, and 
they are as if enchanted with happiness when the bard recites epic fairy-tales as if they 
were true, or when the actor in a play acts the king more regally than reality shows him to 
be. The intellect, that master of pretence, is free and absolved of its usual slavery for as 
long as it can deceive without doing harm, and it celebrates its Saturnalian festivals when it 


does so; at no time is it richer, more luxuriant, more proud, skilful, and bold.” 


This itself, of course, is an interpretation for it is the submission of Nietzsche that pretty 
much everything is an imaginative, imagined useful, interpretation For the reasons he 
has given in the preceding text. Thus, he undermines the very idea that our intellectual 
products can be “authorities” if by that is meant that they are so in connection with 
“Truth” or “Reality” (as Helen Joyce and Kathleen Stock as but two gender critical actors 
have imagined) that they become simple and always exact linguistic expressions of these 
things. We began in this chapter with Richard Rorty and his assertion that there were 
not, and should not be, any non-human authorities. We end with Nietzsche's assertion of 
much the same thing. What that leaves us with, as | have tried to hint at all along, is 


politics and to that, in my next chapter and on my own terms, | now turn. 
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5. Sex, Gender and the Jolly Roger: The Ethics of Sex and/as Politics 


We are now in a position, after the preceding discussions, for me to state my case more 
overtly from my own point of view. But, First of all, | would like to remind readers of my 
seven “articles of Jolly Roger’s anarchy” from the beginning of this book in order to 
remind readers that this book exists within a context of ANARCHY which | wrote about — 
at some length — previously in Black Flag (and before that in a more introductory way in a 


book called Black Void): 


i. Hold nothing sacred and, in so doing, destroy all authority. 

ii. Agency, autonomy and free association are the lived basis of authentic social life. 
iii. “Selfeorganisation” is our principle of life and anarchy described. 

iv. IF something is not voluntary then it should not be done. 

v. Creating relationships which help others is also helping yourselves. 

vi. To get out of the prison, think yourself out of it —- and then act accordingly. 


vii. Everything is a Fiction. 


These articles are all political articles For they are about fashioning political relationships 
between people — and taking responsibility For them. When we talk about sex — or, as 
Anne Fausto-Sterling would rather have it, gender/sex — we are also doing the same 
thing too — as has constantly been referenced throughout my discussions so Far, whether 
in Sade’s extreme narratives, the Cynics’ kynogamic practices, the medico-legal 
judgments of Richard von Krafft-Ebing or the anthropological revelations of Sex At 
Dawn. Consequently, | begin this chapter with yet more exploratory ideas about sex and 


gender that are political in their consequences, starting with the Following “Articles of 
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Anarchist Relationship” based on what was previously implicit in my earlier discussions. 
In doing so, we will be making good on the notion that a political reorganisation of 
society (always beginning with ourselves as “self-organisers”) that is about the removal 
of the current entirely controlling and destructive tropes — or that is alternatively 
construed as about people refusing to live by any other means than their own agency, 
autonomy and free association — is about much more than political and economic things 
but is also about social, moral and intellectual things as well. We must consequently 
reform our minds as principled self-organisers and we must, perhaps most of all, reform 
our minds in terms of our relationships and so, naturally enough, in regard to sex and 
gender which are their naturalistically imagined basis. With that in mind, | submit the 


Following ideas: 


1. We should dissolve “the myth of the one” inherent in what is most commonly known 
as “romance” or “romantic love” and as a result de-privilege such ideas whole and entire, 
removing both their assumed moral superiority and their wholly coerced actualisation. 


Love need not be about “romance” and certainly need not be about a singular couple. 


2. Thus, we should repudiate the notion that love is to be found uniquely between two 
people in what has come to be known popularly as “pair-bonding”. This is because, upon 
observation, it is Found that it is not at all true that such a notion is “nature’s way”. 
Nature, to the contrary, has no such preference and often seems to Favour promiscuity in 
observed practice. As a consequence, we affirm the possibility to love, and even the 
desirability of loving, multiple partners in whatever combinations, or circumstances, are 


consensually agreeable, whether envisaged as semi-permanent or temporary. 
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3. Consequently, we should disdain the notion of marriage (particularly as a social 
institution) as a closed, singular and dominating relation promulgating an unnecessary, 


and often harmful, exclusivity. It should not be an institutional social norm. 


4. We should Further oppose the idea of ANY sexual normality labelled “heterosexuality” 
which becomes a dominating standard for sexed human relationship, something, of 
necessity, superior to “homosexuality” (with which it is jointly constituted) or any other 
imagined sexuality. | believe strongly that sexed relationships have no need to be 
regularised in a conceivably free society of human agency, personal autonomy and free 
association and that, in socially regularising them, they become ossified, controlling and 
controlled, setting any society which adheres to such standards too closely in a 


constricting amber of social and sexual expectation. 


5. Consequently, we should further in fact reject the notion of “a sexuality” as an 
existing entity or organic reality at all (“everything is a fiction”) and regard it as 
something which comes from a preference for a metaphysics of presence which then 
insists on a Fixed, static and innate “sexual orientation” for the human being as a means 
of classification and imposition of order (something imagined “real” and “material”). We 
should reject this as both a dominating and a fantasy understanding of human sexuality 


that is Fundamentally in error - regardless of how universally it is taught as Fact. 


6. Along with “a sexuality”, the idea of material gender should also be rejected (even if it 
is called “biological sex” instead in a world in which even the existence of “gender” as a 
social reality is denied). Gender, which is a SOCIAL reality (i.e. is something socially 


assigned and validated), should thus neither simply be imagined as involuntary and 
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material nor as simply an abstract “choice” (i.e. entirely voluntary and in a vacuum). 
Gender | would describe as “a lived social construct” of self in a context of relationship 
that exists to the side of a “choice” / “not choice” spectrum; in being assigned a gender, 
socially Fictive assumptions about both bodies and social interactions/understandings 
are made that are regarded as socially and politically normative. “Gender” is then a 
socially understood corporeal inter-relation in a cultural context and is not something 
about bodies, by themselves or in their Factual materiality in the abstract, at all. Gender 
is a social Fiction of relationships in which culturally maintained ideas about relationships 
supply everything needed to those who are assigned as this or that. It is, thus, a kind of 


cultural role play and is none the worse For that. 


7. Important for all of this, | maintain, is a context for all human relations (social and 
political and economic and ethical and gender/sexual) that we could simply term 
“anarchy” (a historical tradition about human freedom as relationships) but which is 
made manifest particularly in the social reality of agency, autonomy and Free association 
in people’s lives and relationships, besides the absence of their centralised control, 
leading to a social context of affinity relations. Where there is not such a reality, political 
coercion to institutionalised and policed forms of appearance, self-understanding and 
relationship will often be present instead. Freedom of belief, morality and relationship, 
politically and economically implicated things, are then pre-requisites to manifested 
sexual and gendered relationships outside of, or beyond, inappropriately enforced 
norms. There can be no sexual or gender freedom in a world that is not more generally 
made up of Free human relations: the two are themselves intimately related. And so, 
ultimately, political and economic freedom must be worked out hand in loving hand with 


sexual and gender Freedom. 
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8. As a direct consequence, we should then Further resist False binaries (or the reduction 
of sexed or gendered options to binaries) even as we reject the false imposition of 
heterosexuality (which relies on a false binary itself and sets up a binary understanding 
of sex for an inherently reproductive purpose - something which it doesn’t simply have 
and which it should never simply be reduced to). Even if reduced to an unacceptable 
singular materiality, human beings are far more diverse than a dogma of just two types - 


as the biological researches of Anne Fausto-Sterling, for example, show adequately. 


9. | then propose a revision of terms, combinations of descriptions of sexed bodies and 
gendered expressions and performances, to arrive at ones more simply descriptive and 
linguistically useful than personally identifying or empirically objective - in the context of 
a language imagined, after Nietzsche and Rorty (not to mention Wittgenstein), as a tool 
for the socially useful manipulation of lived reality rather than as an imaginary entity 
which inherently corresponds to, and thus re-presents, the reality of the universe. 
Proposed, as they are used in biology of other, non-human, animals, are the terms male, 
Female, Feminised male, masculinised female and intersex. (Examples of such usage are 
provided by the biologist Joan Roughgarden in the “animal rainbows” section of her 
book Evolution’s Rainbow: Diversity, Gender, and Sexuality in Nature and People. 
Roughgarden is herself a trans woman.) This is not to suggest there are Five types of 
human being (between two poles) and neither is it to arbitrarily limit human sexed and 
gendered manifestation to Five, and just Five, set types. (Strictly speaking, there are no 
“types” but a simple, always individualised, range of human possibilities, diversity being 
the authentic and actually, genuinely existing, biological and social reality.) Rather, it is a 
new beginning and further additions are imagined and anticipated (asexual, agender, 


genderqueer, genderfluid, and queermale, etc., are all, for example, viable additions 
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from my Western perspective). The idea here is not merely to invent new types of 
people but to recognise that these are simply Fictional self-descriptions of natural 
human diversity and important only in regard to their uses and purposes. They are 
Fictional ways of imagining human relationships for human beings who only ever imagine 
such relationships fictionally and “usefully” anyway. As such, such descriptions, and the 
narratives which motivate them, should always be regarded as much less than dogmas 
and always susceptible to change as new descriptions with new uses for better purposes 


become available. 


10. Our goal, | maintain, should be a polysexual and polygendered understanding of 
human relationship that better integrates with the common, yet multiply diverse, 
manifestations of sexual and gendered human being. The aim is Further a desirable 
openness and inclusivity rather than a cruel and arbitrary dogmatism, as well as to be 
cross-cultural and intersectional in practice and theory. We are not here desiring closed, 


Fixed relationships but diverse and open ones. 


11. It Follows, if one is to admit of multiple, non-binary understandings of sex and gender 
that have social integrity, that it is entirely proper, first and Foremost, to discuss all 
people of all sexed body types, sexualities and genders, as HUMAN BEINGS and to 
discuss their “rights” or, better, their Freedoms, as a whole. Individual freedoms are then 
all of a piece with social Freedoms (for freedom is a relation not a possession) and 
cannot, and should not, then be separated out between partisan groupings where one is 
played off against another. What applies to one should apply to all without separation or 
discrimination: a human liberty and dignity in regard to a diverse species imagined 


politically. None of this is then about divisive “sex-based rights” for all of it is about 
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human freedoms for every human being simply and indivisibly put, a freedom of human 
relationships which sorts itself out through autonomous and responsible self- 


organisation and free association. 


12. We should consequently accept that sexuality and gender expression are both 
irreducibly PERSONAL matters that should never be subject to ANY overt external 
coercion From any side. In other words, if you really want people to be left alone “to 
make their own decisions”, as many rhetorically say they do, then do exactly that. Only 
those who truly respect a person's sexual and gender integrity as a matter for them to 
decide upon for themselves without interference will be able to do that. In this test, 
social actors thus reveal themselves, their values, beliefs and politics - and whether they 


are about freedom or coercion. 


13. Finally, | believe that human relationships should, as both an ideal and a lived reality, 
be non-dominating, non-coercive, non-exploitative and non-controlling (socially, 
economically, morally and politically). They should manifest every possibility for Free 
human expression within an understanding of human beings as a diversity in common 
that neither privileges nor excludes anyone but leaves them to create their own lives, 
relationships and associations on the basis of their own agency and autonomy according 
to their experienced affinities and the responsibilities which come along with this in a 
world no longer controlled by institutional others. This, ultimately, mandates the reality 
of “Self-ID”, something many are prepared to concede in the matter of (in my view an 
entirely Fictional) “sexual orientation” but apparently not nearly so often willing to 
concede in the matter of gender expression or performance. This, however, must 


become an absolute reality of our future selves. Self-ID is to be understood as a basic 
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human freedom, a matter of our agency and autonomy and that which motivates our 
responsibility to others in social and political contexts. You should never expect people 


to act responsibly if you do not allow them to act freely. 


That is just thirteen examples of articles | think necessary For a changed politics of sex 
and gender, a politics which recontextualises our relationships to one another. (This, in 
Fact, is why there are those who would wish to politically challenge and resist every one 
of the ideas | have just put forward — because they change our politics From fixed and 
coercive to free and self-articulated.) In the thinking active in these articles, | have 
attempted to create just one multifaceted description of beliefs and attitudes which, 


put into practice, would deconstruct and dismantle any society organised around: 


a. a sex binary; 

b. socially-mandated pair-bonding; 

c. the idea that “permanent” relationships between exclusively related people 
(“marriage”) are “better” or “the ideal”; 

d. heterosexuality (or, indeed, the notion of having “a sexuality” at all); 

e. gender as either “a choice” or “not a choice”; 

F. controlling or coercing people politically, economically and morally; 

g. set terms which “designate” or “assign” people sexually or in gendered terms from 
birth to death; 

h. dividing people into artificial classifications as sub-divisions of “human” which are 
imposed socially and possibly policed institutionally; 

i. anything other than self-ID in regard to sex and gender (or, indeed, self-description 


generally) 
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As such, it is hoped that such articles show how self-understandings of sex and gender — 
which are always in a social and political context — are constitutive of the societies in 
which they are manifested. In other words, who we think ourselves to be, in terms of sex 
and gender which will shape and govern HOW and WHY we relate to each other at all, 
are socially and politically consequential things. One, as has been shown elsewhere in 
anthropological texts, can build whole communities and societies based on sexed and 
gendered relations and it is virtually never the case that these relations, and the terms in 
which they are conducted, are set in stone or stable from culture to culture. Actual 
historical and anthropological study reveals a pleasing diversity of understandings and 
configurations, all of which, perhaps even in their own, unique ways, Function at the 
societal level in one way or another to create human communities that think differently 
and in their own way about their relations, something which makes them what they are. 
Human relationships, and the societies they constitute, can consequently be made and 
re-made again and again and are never Forced to be the same - unless they are precisely 
FORCED to be the same in the imposition of a norm. They are means to imagined ends 
and each have their own consequences just as, for example, we see in the zoological 
world with the many different types of animal relationships or even in the botanical 
world with plants (always remembering, of course, the basic biological principle that life 
itself is self-organising - yet without destination, purpose or centralised direction). 
Relations need not, need never, be one thing, For life, left to its own anarchistic and self- 
organising ways, can always find another way —- and it does not think it breaks any 


universal laws if and when it does, For it does not “think” at all. 


This being the case, however, it begs the questions of what these ways are, what they 


can or could be, and even what they should be. IF we set aside the tendency society has 
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to naturalise the current condition of things in its relational reality, we can open up a 
space in which “the possible” or even “the desirable” comes into view. | have tried to 
make the case most strongly in the articles above that sexual and engendered relations 
are not a one shot deal: they are part of a wider context of socially-understood human 
freedom which, for brevity’s sake, | term “anarchy”. | have discussed the history, 
philosophy and consequences of that in excruciating detail elsewhere (especially in my 
book Black Flag) but it is summed up in the desire for human agency, personal 
autonomy, free and entirely voluntary association, an end to centralising control of 
human lives and new lives based in human affinity one for another. This does not then 
tell people how to configure their relations or what goals such relations, and the 
communities they foster, should have. But it does suggest it should always be up to 
them, in whatever relational configurations they create For themselves, rather than for 
dominating, coercive and exploitative others to decide. This, | believe, is also the context 
of sexual and gender freedom, a freedom which is both as personal as it could ever be 
but also inescapably social - for sex and gender just are socially constructed and 
understood relations rather than abstract “things” or “properties” which people 


naturally have or acquire. 


These articles then need to be written, and this further explanation and contextualising 
of them needs to be provided, because this concept of freedom, personal and social, is 
not currently the case. In many respects you will see why From the articles themselves 
and the things they wish to dissolve, deconstruct and dissipate. It is the contention in 
even writing these articles, in Fact, that human relations on models pioneered and 
enforced by the culture of the patriarchal, heteronormative and dimorphic white West 


are dominating, coercive ones. Thus, it is suggested that their configurations of such 
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institutions as marriage, the Family, personhood, sexuality and gender are deliberately 
and purposefully controlling and suitable only to a controlling society such as it has 
become. These articles then appear as stated terms of resistance and revolt against the 
cultural and societal control such things attempt to politically place us under (as, indeed, 
does the Focus on real social RELATIONSHIPS as opposed to essences, imaginary “fixed 
realities”, “things” , “properties” or “objective” abstractions in general). They argue that 
such institutions, as configured and perhaps even simply as institutions, have no moral 
standing and that they are enforced only by and as political control - eventually 
amounting to a universal attempt to enforce what relations human beings shall, and 
shall not, be allowed to have. That the anarchist understanding of human being | am 
putting forward here as a basis and context for sex and gender cannot tolerate For it 
insists on human relationships Formed by agency, autonomy, Free association and affinity 
in a context devoid of centralising control. Thus, these are Jolly Roger’s articles of 
relationship and function as acts of piracy and refusal against the relational impositions 
and cultural enclosures of the West. (Compare this idea with anthropologist David 
Graeber’s notion of “cultural refusal” in which historical cultures deliberately distinguish 
themselves from others by what they refuse. Both sociologist Marcel Mauss and 


philosopher and psychologist Friedrich Nietzsche also express similar ideas.) 


Sexual Politics: A Thought Experiment 


The phrase “sexual politics” is often understood to mean “the politics of sex” — as in the 
matter of how sexual relations are conducted. It doesn’t mean that in the thought 
experiment in this chapter, however. In this case, “sexual politics” indicates not the 


politics of sex but the sex of politics: a politics that is sexual and gender/sex based in 
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Anne Fausto-Sterling’s understanding of that terminology. This is to say that it is 
concerning how politics, the business of human inter-relationships and self-organisation, 
is made more sexual or more about gender/sex and what gender/sex is about. In such a 
definition, the “politics” concerned here is not the corrupt, bought and bureaucratic kind 
practised today in nation states that is a matter of the various apparatuses of Formal, 
authoritarian governments and capitalism, utilising reified actors that assume a 
superiority over their “subjects”. Here, instead, politics is conceived of as a phenomenon 
much more from below, something immediate, intimate, something imagined as the 
simple business of human (self-)organisation through every human relationship on the 


basis of human autonomy and responsibility. 


Yet we might begin here by asking what sex itself is about. We must do this as openly as 
possible and not by immediately falling into our enculturated habits regarding it. Sex, 
then, understood this way, is about intimate bodily interactions as something necessarily 
cooperative in nature, For the purposes of mutual pleasure and enjoyment derived from 
such contact and interaction. There is no set number for how many people may partake 
in such activities, either simultaneously at one time or sequentially. It requires 
commitment to a necessarily shared experience and possibly a shared goal or goals. It 
requires that one give of oneself and be willing to receive From others. It involves mutual 
openness and trust and the ability to put oneself in another’s hands. It necessarily 
requires a certain level of physical and emotional maturity in order to be a human being 
with agency in regard to it. It requires the Freedom, discipline and creativity of play and a 
spontaneity which never loses itself in imposed expectations. One can describe it in 


practice as a form of intimate mutual aid. 
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What sex is not about, in this context, is a controlling sexual morality and the practices 
of social control —- such as marriage, partner exclusivity, an ethic of sexual possession and 
jealousy or the romantic notions of “pair-bonding” and “the one for me” — that go along 
with it. Sex, in this understanding, is in fact not primarily about reproduction (although, 
depending on sexual interactions, possible pregnancy is always an issue to be considered 
when engaging in it as are all aspects of sexual health). Neither is it about Finding one 
special lifelong partner or the various binaries “reproductive thinking” sets up 
(heterosexuality-homosexuality, male-female, inseminator-inseminated). Instead, it is 
about the sexual realities of self-care, the need and requirement for physically 
reinforced love and community bonding, such as were much more in evidence in that 
many thousands of years long era when human beings lived as close knit, self-organising 
communities of autonomous forager people without any overarching law or government 
or centralising control over their lives. Such societies were societies bonded and formed 
by communal, or more broadly social, sexual relations and sex, as Ryan and Jetha 
previously explained, was about SOCIO-EROTIC EXCHANGES, sex that had a dual 


personal and social meaning and purpose. 


But what does this have to do with politics? Quite a lot really if those not really so 
ancient forebears are anything to go by — not to mention our own societies which, in 
overarching ways, are normally based on fixed family understandings and nepotistic 
networks of relations. Comparing the former with the latter what we expose, on the 
understanding that the relationship realities and possibilities of your time and place 
delineate and constitute your experience of reality, is that aspect of social control about 
current arrangements which, quite Frankly, was lacking in former times, times which 


lasted for Far longer than the current situation has been going on. Even today, in Fact, 
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there are tribal societies where sexuality is organised in disparate ways, everything From 
matriarchies where children are brought up without fixed parents to places where group 
sex is arranged at the communal level as an activity of all the adults as part of 
community life and relations with the result that any children resulting are regarded as 
community responsibilities. The difference here, | contend, is not simply contextual but 
one of values or ethics and that leads into a concise discussion of the political and ethical 


values in play here in my imagined scenario. 


There are some principles at play here from my perspective, matters of ethics and 


politics, which create what | have in the past referred to as the basis of an anarchist 


economy: 


Open commensality (an open table where food is Freely shared as a community product 


at a table of horizontal equals) 


Mutual aid (the observed and cooperative basis of biological survival across species) 


Gifting (supplying others’ needs and wants without counting the cost) 


Commonism (the attitude of sharing and the belief that “private property” is socially 


destructive) 


These are practices, relations in action (they are done: they are not merely beliefs), 


which create a cooperative social situation which tends towards a lived mutualism (I help 
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you, you help me). But there are some Further values, individual and social, which should 


be added to this imagined anarchist economy: 


Personal agency (the social relations | imagine here are motivated by the idea that every 
healthy human being has, and should have, their own constantly educated personal 


agency which is the basis of all their activity in the world) 


Individual and social autonomy (this is both an autonomy of persons and communities — 


communities being things made up of autonomous persons) 


Free association (the absolute and unrestricted ability for human beings to associate, or 


not associate, with whosoever they please for whatever reasons they imagine good) 


Affinity relations (the idea that people, if left to themselves, will naturally form relations 


with those with whom they imagine to have some affinity or common purpose) 


Decentralisation (decentralisation is the reality of a social world in which arbitrary and 
authoritative apparatuses or institutions of social control - which you are forced to 
acknowledge and defer to — no longer exist [and so activity and practices which create 
and maintain this reality]; thus, everything becomes necessarily more locally responsible 


and the ability to create macro-dependency in others is undercut) 


Now putting this economy and these values together | call the end product, this guiding 
mentality, a sort of social egoism that amounts to anarchy politically understood. But 


what would social reality look like in this world of sexual-political relations, taking this 
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socially egoist economy and values on board and the observations about sex that | made 
before them? The simple answer is that there is no one way to describe that — and that 
would be exactly the point! When you set out to delineate a society by its relationships 
you can only set out the values and ethics that seem important in doing so and then 
leave people themselves to incarnate them for, as was made clear above, their agency 
and autonomy, their ability to Freely associate and create relationships of affinity for 
their own reasons and nothing but their own reasons, is entirely the matter at issue. We 
then have to leave people to understand their embodied existences, including their 
bodies themselves, and how they will relate these to each other, to themselves. 
Coercion, whether malevolent or imagined as benevolent, can play no part here. People 
must be left to literally self-identify themselves into their own communities and 
societies by means of their own created relations. There is no other way; there is no 
other way than the voluntaristic or the self-identifying under the flag of Free spirits and 


in Jolly Roger's anarchy. 


Consequently, when | imagine such a scenario, as | am now attempting to do, | think of 
polycules; self-selecting communities of people; relationship-centred networks of 
human cooperation rather than hierarchical societies; ground up, not top down, human 
self-organisation that is constitutionally contingent and diverse (things being temporary, 
for their purpose and time alone, and diverse being themselves natural barriers to the 
centralisation which can control whole societies From a central point or through an 
authoritative and arbitrating institution); self-organising relationships that operate on 
the basis of biology and life itself (which must necessarily be self-organising in order to 


survive); social relationships organised such that structural dominance is imagined as 
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destructive of the very relationships which constitute physically and emotionally and 


intellectually nourishing society itself. 


My argument here is then essentially that a necessarily more personal, more inter- 
dependent, more cooperative and mutualist form of human relationship, one such a 
scenario would necessitate, might best be configured, from the ground up, as a socially 
and sexually motivated and maintained one, a matter of gender/sex and socio-erotic 
relationship. (Compare what Armand had to say on this earlier in this book at the end of 
chapter two.) Here sexuality, indivisible from socially constructive gender ascription 
practices, is imagined as a necessarily and naturally interactive human attribute to be 
Freely made use of in the sharing and interaction of our bodies as a socially bonding and 
unifying Force and as a form of attack against social control (for how you live —- 
relationally as much as anything else — dictates what you live). This, | presume to imagine, 
completely recontextualises gender/sex in a modern Western context on the back of its 
newly understood socio-erotic context and purpose. It creates a new and different 
society that is social and erotic in political context, an invitation to cooperation and 
solidarity with one another rather than a prison for a community of Fixed selves. We 
should, in Fact, then see such a generous concept of gender/sex as a rebel politics and 


regard it as having a social and not merely personal meaning and value (social egoism). 


| want to talk much more about this in the rest of this chapter to Fill out this idea Further. 
My conception is of a politically constituted community where the politics is mediated by 
and through an ethical conception of gender/sex and socio-erotic exchange which sets 
up human relations of agency, autonomy and freedom of association where affinity 


decides who people relate to, and how and why they do the relating, in such a way as to 
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make centralised control of human societies as impossible as that can possibly be. (Here 
gender/sex would be actively constitutive of adult social relations.) This can, in Fact, only 
be achieved through self-organising human relations for one can never coerce people 
out of their coercion. One must then let people self-identify politically into their own 
relations for one has no other option that is itself Free of the coercion and exploitation 
one seeks politically and ethically to avoid and so destroy. Anarchy simply is a direct 
action of one’s own self-identification which is why | have always seen trans, non-binary 
and gender nihilist people, as well as those possessed of minority or more free and 
diverse sexualities, as those (perhaps unknowingly) involved in an act of anarchic 


rebellion against social and political control. 


This is also why | encourage these same people to embrace this notion themselves and 
stop settling for being “normal members of society” but with different labels. At one 
time some decades ago various gay, lesbian and bi people had this rebel consciousness in 
regard to themselves too (consider, for example, the Stonewall rebellion of 1969 which 
included gay, trans and queer people from multiple cultures and races) but, over the 
years, many were simply assimilated by authoritarian capitalism whilst others preferred 
to hide and live quiet lives of non-disruptive anonymity. My argument in this book is that 
this cannot be so for the existence of people from gay to bi to trans to non-binary to 
gender nihilist (and many other self-understandings besides) is an affront and a 
challenge to patriarchal dimorphic heteronormativity - AND IT SHOULD BE BOTH A 


CHALLENGE TO IT AND A REBELLION AGAINST IT. 


What Follows in the rest of this chapter is then this ethical rebellion described and the 


reasons for why it is necessary. Using an array of diverse sources to accomplish this task, 
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this will amount to asking the Fundamental question Richard Rorty highlighted as the 
Focus of his conversational, interactional, political pragmatism: how is it better to live? 
And, ultimately, this is itself a question of ethics, a question | will have to conclude this 
chapter and section of my book by answering for it is my belief that the most significant 
human accomplishments are not technological or civilizational accomplishments but 
ETHICAL accomplishments. Socially and so ethically bonded people, | am saying, are what 
we should seek to create through a considered concentration on the fundamental 
importance of ethical human relationships. My argument is then that a major Facilitator 
in this case is sex, intimate relations, free love, love set Free — and how we can imagine it. 
1) | begin with one of the most senior sociological voices in the Field of sexuality studies 
in the second half of the twentieth century, the American John H. Gagnon. Gagnon, who 
died in 2016, was socially constructivist about sex and even to the detriment of 
“biological drives” others might be more likely to fixate upon as sources of sexual 
inquiry. He is said to have instituted a completely new sociological way of thinking about 
the subject of sexuality as a consequence, one which took sex out of biology labs and 
Firmly sited it in social science classrooms as a sociological phenomenon. A major part of 
this effort revolved around Gagnon’s concept of “sexual scripting” (which is a sexually 
applied version of a more widely imagined social scripting relevant to “all social 
conduct”), the idea that when people do things sexual they are doing them according to 
sexual, social and cultural “scripts” which define such things as values and behaviour 
(which, for example, inform the participants that something “sexual” is even happening). 
Gagnon, together with his then collaborator, William Simon, in the classic text Sexual 
Conduct: The Social Sources of Human Sexuality, motivates this by saying: "Without the 


proper elements of a script that defines the situation, names the actors, and plots the 
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behavior, nothing sexual is likely to happen. One can easily conceive of numerous sexual 
situations in which all or almost all of the ingredients of a sexual event are present but 
that remain non-sexual in that not even sexual arousal occurs." In a later essay From 
1991 that is included in his 2004 book An /nterpretation of Desire: Essays in the Study of 


Sexuality Gagnon explains this thinking by saying: 


“The point of this passage was to suggest that (a) sexual conduct involved an organized 
cognitive schema (which we called a script) needed by actors to recognize that this was 
potentially a sexual situation, (b) such a recognition involved a complex interaction 
between person and context rather than a simple response to universal sexual signs, and (c) 
sexual conduct is elicited by context rather than driven by internal states (it is negotiated 
rather than automatic or driven). More positively it was argued: ‘Scripts are involved in 
learning the meaning of internal states, organizing the sequences of specifically sexual acts, 
decoding novel situations, setting the limits on sexual responses and linking meanings from 


non-sexual aspects of life to specifically sexual experience’.” 


This, obviously, is meant to establish Gagnon’s argument that sex is sociological and he 


describes the “major conceptions” underpinning this idea of sexual scripting as: 


“(1) sexual conduct is entirely historically and culturally determined; (2) the meaning of 
sexual conduct does not reside in a reading of the bodily activity of individuals; (3) sexual 
science is historically and culturally determined in equal measure; (4) sexuality is acquired, 
maintained, and unlearned in all of its aspects and is organized by social structure and 
culture, and (5) gender and sexuality are both learned forms of conduct and are linked 


differently in different cultures.” 
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My interest in Gagnon, however was not originally stimulated by these interesting 
concerns but by another essay in An Interpretation of Desire, this time from 1987 which 
was a time of increasing homophobia as AIDS came to public view and was immediately 
blamed on homosexuals and labelled a “gay plague” (which was both factually and 
medically untrue). This essay, “Science and the Politics of Pathology”, saw Gagnon 
commenting on “scientific homophobia” in the context of sex and gender study more 
widely. Here, in the course of what is only a four page essay, we learn a number of 


Gagnon’s insights that will be useful for us going Forward: 


A. Gagnon states that: “Most of the interest that has been expressed about the origins 
of same-gender erotic preference has derived not from its scientific interest but from 


mn 


social and political struggles over the moral value of ‘homosexuality’” which suggests, as 
we still know today, that variations of sexual behaviour and partnerships are of intense 


social, political and moral significance, things likely to cause controversy and culture war. 


B. In that last quotation, Gagnon talks about “same-gender” and not “same-sex” 
relationships. This is not an error but a deliberate choice of language. He explains this as 


Follows: 


“| have used ‘gender’ rather than ‘sex’ because it is my position that we desire a person's 
gender (that is, the socially constructed complex of masculinity or femininity), not their 
biological sex. The complex phrase ‘same-gender preference in erotic relations’ is an 
attempt to deconstruct (or make manifest by contrast) the assumptions in usages such as 
sexual orientation and sexual preference as well as in homosexuality and heterosexuality. 


The argument is: 
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1. We desire persons' gender, not their sex; 

2. This desire is socially constructed, not biologically driven; 

3. We, in the complex social sense, ‘prefer’ the other - we are not oriented to the other; 

4. This preference is unstable and changeable across the life course; 

5. This instability is both internal (what we desire in the other person changes) and external 
(we can come to desire other-gender persons as well as same-gender persons). 

6. All sexual preferences are not gender preferences - we can have race preferences, 
technique preferences, beauty preferences, context preferences, etc.; 

7. Erotic relations is meant to specify what relationship is being discussed in contrast to 


gender preferences in friendships, work relations, love relationships.” 


C. Gagnon criticises the notion, thinking of sexualities other than heterosexuality in a 
pathological way, that science can discover some originary defect which “explains” them. 


He writes: 


“There is in Western cultures a deep-seated prejudice that the conduct of socially 
problematic individuals (criminals, mad persons, the inept, the perverted, the retarded) can 
be best understood as the result of some defect in the individual's origins. The grip that 
‘normal’ people have on their ‘normal’ selves seems to depend on the distance they can 
create between their selves and their origins on the one hand, and the selves and origins of 
these aliens on the other. Since scientists (and science) are an integral part of our culture, it 
should not surprise us that one of their major goals would be to discover why problematic 
persons are different from the unproblematic. It should further not surprise us that when 
these crucial differences have been ‘discovered’ (or invented) that scientists would then 


seek to eliminate the problematic conditions or persons. 
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So it is with ‘homosexuality’. It is commonly believed, even by persons who are not 
individually homophobic, that ‘homosexuality’ as a form of adult conduct in all cultures and 
historical periods must be caused by some fundamental and singular defect that is possible 
to isolate by contemporary scientific research. Further it is believed that this defect must 
reside in the biological make-up or the earliest experiences of the individual. Finally, it is 
thought that ‘heterosexuality’ is the product of normal biology or normal early learning, a 
normality that will become known when the defect among the ‘homosexuals’ is 


discovered... 


The decision to identify the origins of men's ‘homosexuality’ with a ‘feminized’ brain is only 
one further step in the process of searching for a special physical stigmata for the 
‘homosexual.’ | would argue that such dedicated searches for the defective origins of 


problematic individuals seems to be fundamental to modern science and modern culture.” 


In this respect, and explicitly in the context of AIDS, Gagnon then goes on to link such 
scientific thinking with sensationalist newspaper headlines (this was pre-Internet!) and 
ultimately with ignorant and bigoted public thinking which claims to be “scientific” such 
as we see much more today in relation to trans people and what supposedly is or isn’t 


“real” biology. This, thinks Gagnon, is a problem of our culture. 


D. Gagnon in this essay (as we saw in Kessler and McKenna’s Gender earlier) argues that 
social and cultural thought guides science just as much as imagined scientific concern 
does (and is probably the more important thing). He writes of heterosexuality and 


homosexuality as “opposites”, for example: 
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“it is only a presumption that heterosexuality and homosexuality are polar opposites and 
therefore should be studied as if their causations were somehow opposite of each other. 
Using heterosexuals as a ‘control group’ or comparison group in such studies makes an 
unexamined ‘scientific’ truth out of what is a contemporary cultural prejudice. That is, the 
invention and acceptance of the idea that heterosexuality and homosexuality (like 
masculinity and femininity) are either polar opposites on a continuum or dichotomized 
essences has structured research programs into a search for confirming examples of 
difference. Indeed, the acceptance of a need to disconfirm such instances of ‘differences’ 
continues the viability of the assumption on which the original program of research is 
grounded. Moreover, each time a prior ‘difference’ is disconfirmed (e.g., gay men are not 


pseudo women), new ones are found (e.g., the influence of prenatal hormones).” 


E. Gagnon recognises that some gays and lesbians (as, indeed, some trans and non- 
binary people today) have a desire to locate their “sexuality” (something you will recall | 
imagine does not actually exist as an entity - and Gagnon seems dubious about it too) in 
something biological or material but he responds to this with the statement: “My 
argument is that all of life, the best and the worst, is pretense with consequences” which 
| very much take to be his version of my own “everything is a Fiction”. This appears to be 
seen by Gagnon, very much as it is by me, as a useful strategy as much as a material truth 
For there is no safety, as the twentieth century proves admirably, in the notion “I was 
made this way so leave me alone.” The twentieth century in fact proves that you will be 
subjected to genocide for being “made this way”. Gagnon further adds that such 
biological theories, being Furthered, would only Further the agendas of pathology and 
eugenics For the idea that “a sexuality” is a biological, material thing is in Fact itself all of 


a piece with pathological and eugenic thinking (i.e. it is something that “needs 
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treatment” or “must be eradicated” or “should be judged legally”). Thus, Gagnon 
remarks that “Attempts to placate the oppressors will only invite Further persecution. 
The source of freedom in everyday life For gay men and lesbians is continued vigilance 
and practical political action.” It is such “practical political action” that my ideas about 


gender/sex and socio-erotic exchanges aim to educate about and to promote. 


2) Sandy Stone’s “The ‘Empire’ Strikes Back: A Posttranssexual Manifesto”, a text 
originally published in the early 1990s in the book Body Guards: The Cultural Politics of 
Gender Ambiguity although it later underwent several revisions, is now often cited as one 
of the Founding texts, if not the singular founding text, of both the modern transgender 
movement and of transgender studies as a subject. It exists, at least in part and not least 
in its title, as a response to trans-exclusionary lesbian Feminist Janice Raymond's book 
The Transsexual Empire (from 1979) which accused transsexuals of “raping women’s 
bodies” by “reducing the real female form to an artifact” in which it judged the whole 
transsexual phenomenon as a male colonisation of “Feminist identification, culture, 
politics and sexuality”. Raymond thought of transsexuals as those pretending to play a 
gender stereotype and regarded the medical establishment which participated in 
transsexual treatments as medicalising gender identity in order to normalise such 
medical understandings. Overall, the attitude of Raymond, in and throughout the book, 
is and was that transsexualism is an act of patriarchally motivated deception. Why this 
affects Sandy Stone is that Stone, a transsexual woman, was singled out and attacked by 
Raymond in her book as someone then inhabiting a women's space (an all women 
recording studio) in a way Raymond found “divisive”. (In truth, Raymond was and is an 
anti-trans bigot and her book is one of the most influential examples of such bigotry 


ever committed to print.) Stone had to bide her time to respond but in the late 80s she 
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came to write the original version of “The ‘Empire’ Strikes Back”, by now a student under 
the tutelage of the influential and significant American theorist, Donna Haraway (she of 


“A Cyborg Manifesto” Fame). 


What Stone does in “The ‘Empire’ Strikes Back: A Posttranssexual Manifesto” is imagine a 
place (which is say a relation) beyond transsexuality. She does this by means of a history 
of trans phenomena but also a critical appraisal of what “trans” means and how it is, has 
been, or might otherwise be, understood. As her title might suggest, she imagines this 
ultimately requires “going beyond trans” and everything currently understood to make 
“trans” what it is. She understands this herself as definitely a beginning in a way that is 


highly self-aware and (as it turns out) also highly prescient. 


Stone begins by describing early transgender experiences. She says: 


“A transsexual is a person who identifies his or her gender identity with that of the 
‘opposite’ gender. Sex and gender are quite separate issues, but transsexuals commonly blur 
the distinction by confusing the performative character of gender with the physical ‘fact’ of 
sex, referring to their perceptions of their situation as being in the ‘wrong body’. Although 


the term transsexual is of recent origin, the phenomenon is not.” 


This leads into a medical discussion of how trans is understood (and justified medically) 
which occasions mention of Raymond's book. Stone gives her reading of that book as the 
claim that “transsexuals are constructs of an evil phallocratic empire and were designed 
to invade women's spaces and appropriate women's power” and, as a response, claims 


that her own paper: 
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“is about morality tales and origin myths, about telling the ‘truth’ of gender. Its informing 
principle is that ‘technical arts are always imagined to be subordinated by the ruling artistic 
idea, itself rooted authoritatively in nature's own life.’ It is about the image and the real 
mutually defining each other through the inscriptions and reading practices of late 
capitalism. It is about postmodernism, postfeminism, and [dare | say it] posttranssexualism. 


Throughout, the paper owes a large debt to the work of Donna Haraway.” 


The next section of the paper is carried out under the heading, “All of reality in late 
capitalist culture lusts to become an image for its own security” and here Stone turns to 
accounts of early transsexuals in regard to their own transformations. Here perhaps the 
key point Stone makes about gender (when writing about the first trans patient to 
undergo gender-affirming surgery, Lili Elbe) is that “Ffemaleness is lack”, a thought not 
incompatible with the theory of Simone de Beauvoir in The Second Sex where it is the 
male that is human and the Female which is less than human. Here maleness is signified 


in having balls and Femaleness is signified in lacking them. So Stone remarks: 


“The mysterium tremendum of deep identity hovers about a physical locus; the entire 
complex of male engenderment, the mysterious power of the Man-God, inhabits the ‘germ 
glands’ in the way that the soul was thought to inhabit the pineal. Maleness is in the you- 


know-whats. For that matter, so is the ontology of the subject,” 


OF those trans people she discusses (Christine Jorgensen, Jan Morris and Hedy Jo Star 


are the others — if you know, you know), Stone comments: 
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“All these authors replicate the stereotypical male account of the constitution of woman: 
Dress, makeup, and delicate fainting at the sight of blood. Each of these adventurers passes 
directly from one pole of sexual experience to the other. If there is any intervening space in 
the continuum of sexuality, it is invisible. And nobody ever mentions wringing the turkey's 


neck. No wonder feminist theorists have been suspicious. Hell, I'm suspicious.” 


“Wringing the turkey’s neck” here is an allusion to the imagined Final act of male 
masturbation before a male-to-female trans person is Finally removed of their penis and 
a vaginoplasty is performed and Stone seems suspicious that no one she refers to, in 
their accounts, mentions it. She explains this by means of a description of the medical 
conditions in which trans people (thought of here as medical subjects, trans “patients”) 
ever got to the point of the surgery they regarded themselves as requiring but which 
only medical professionals in modern, well-equipped surgical Facilities could ever deliver 
them. The trans person thus needed to assure the medic that they were the sort of 
people who were suitable for such treatment (and to act accordingly, i.e. in a suitable 
relation). Here Stone describes the way in which a part of Western civilisation initially 
understood trans phenomena, processed them and produced a social relation. As Stone 


describes this: 


“the most critical of these moments was the intake interview at the gender dysphoria clinic, 
when the doctors, who were all males, decided whether the person was eligible for gender 
reassignment surgery. The origin of the gender dysphoria clinics is a microcosmic look at the 
construction of criteria for gender. The foundational idea for the gender dysphoria clinics 
was first, to study an interesting and potentially fundable human aberration; second, to 


provide help, as they understood the term, for a ‘correctable problem’. Some of the early 
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nonacademic gender dysphoria clinics performed surgery on demand, which is to say 
regardless of any judgment on the part of the clinic staff regarding what came to be called 
appropriateness to the gender of choice. When the first academic gender dysphoria clinics 
were started on an experimental basis in the 1960s, the medical staff would not perform 
surgery on demand, because of the professional risks involved in performing experimental 
surgery on ‘sociopaths’. At this time there were no official diagnostic criteria; ‘transsexuals’ 
were, ipso facto, whoever signed up for assistance. Professionally this was a dicey situation. 
lt was necessary to construct the category ‘transsexual’ along customary and traditional 
lines, to construct plausible criteria for acceptance into a clinic. Professionally speaking, a 
test or a differential diagnosis was needed for transsexualism that did not depend on 
anything as simple and subjective as feeling that one was in the wrong body. The test 
needed to be objective, clinically appropriate, and repeatable. But even after considerable 


research, no simple and unambiguous test for gender dysphoria syndrome could be 


developed.” 


Historically (Stone focuses primarily on the Stanford Gender Dysphoria Clinic in 
California), this resulted in “grooming clinics” and “charm schools” in which male-bodied 


trans people were taught to “act like women” since: 


“according to the judgment of the staff, the men who presented as wanting to be women 
didn't always ‘behave like’ women. Stanford recognized that gender roles could be learned 
[to an extent]. Their involvement with the grooming clinics was an effort to produce not 
simply anatomically legible females, but women...i.e., gendered females. As [was] remarked 
[by one participant medic], ‘1 now admit very candidly that... in the early phases we were 


avowedly seeking candidates who would have the best chance for success.’ In practice this 
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meant that the candidates for surgery were evaluated on the basis of their performance in 


the gender of choice.” 


What this led to was prospective trans patients who quickly learned that, in order to get 
what they wanted, gender-affirming surgery, they had to “play the game” of acting and 
appearing like a woman. Consequently, they had to lose as much of the socially-learned 
maleness they had acquired in their earlier lives as possible. They were essentially 
performing for the medical professionals who alone had the power and the expertise to 
give them what they wanted, producing a very particular relation between them. Stone 
herself says that “The criteria constituted a Fully acculturated, consensual definition of 
gender, and at the site of their enactment we can locate an actual instance of the 
apparatus of production of gender.” But this, as Stone herself notes, is then itself to tell 
a particular story of gender (not necessarily one a trans person would tell themselves) 
and to make it a standard. This standard was Further dogmatised in and through Harry 
Benjamin's book The Transsexual Phenomenon (1966) which became the definitive work 
on the subject, one used by medics and read by prospective surgical patients who 
willingly (if perhaps also inauthentically) made sure they matched up to its criteria of 


gender in order to be accepted for the treatments they desired. 


However, as Stone herself notices, such an approach strictly defines not only gender 
expression but also sexual expression (not least in a situation where two strictly 
delineated types, male and female, may be regarded as having definitive and identifiable 
sexual forms of expression). In order words, a consequence of this approach was that 
trans patients had to mind their sexuality and not just their gender performance. One 


particular consequence Stone notes is that the subjects in Benjamin's book, then the 
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textbook of transsexuality, “did not talk about any erotic sense of their own bodies”. 
They were desexualised beings. Consequently, anyone who came to a gender dysphoria 


clinic had to desexualise themselves too. Thus: 


“By textual authority, physical men who lived as women and who identified themselves as 
transsexuals, as opposed to male transvestites for whom erotic penile sensation was 
permissible, could not experience penile pleasure. Into the 1980s there was not a single 
preoperative male-to-female transsexual for whom data was available who experienced 


genital sexual pleasure while living in the ‘gender of choice’.” 


Put simply and perhaps crudely, if you claimed to be a woman but were in a man’s body it 
was an instant disqualification for treatment to get any kind of sexual pleasure from 
your penis. (And this, presumably, is why no one mentions it in the earlier accounts Stone 
reviews herself.) Any admission of penile stimulation, much less enjoyment of it, would 
have been seen as giving the lie to your claim to be a woman. Stone, in Fact, even notes 


that: 


“The prohibition continued postoperatively in interestingly transmuted form, and remained 
so absolute that no postoperative transsexual would admit to experiencing sexual pleasure 
through masturbation either. Full membership in the assigned gender was conferred by 


orgasm, real or faked, accomplished through heterosexual penetration.” 


As a consequence, trans people were definitively Forced to reject the bodies they Found 
themselves in and to refuse any sexual pleasure from them. To not do so was to lay 


oneself open to being accused of being both self-deceptive and “putting on an act” in 
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order to get surgery, surgery, moreover, in which the medics thought they were Fixing 
something they imagined as a medical condition for which surgery was “the cure”, a 
course of treatment which returned the patient to a suitable gender equilibrium (and 
social relation) within normal human society. Here the approach Found its validation in 
that such trans women (who now definitely weren’t men) had played their part with 
100% authenticity (if as non-sexualised beings out of necessity). This is then posited - by 
an academic field in the context of an imagined society which bases itself on reason and 
morality - as “the truth of gender”. Stone tells this tale as the one which becomes 
universal and to the detriment of any and all others in a way | Find particularly 


distasteful: 


“Suddenly the old morality tale of the truth of gender, told by a kindly white patriarch in 
New York in 1966, becomes pancultural in the 1980s. Emergent polyvocalities of lived 
experience, never represented in the discourse but present at least in potential, disappear; 
the berdache and the stripper, the tweedy housewife and the mujerado, the mah'u and the 


rock star, are still the same story after all, if we only try hard enough.” 


Stone herself Finds this all rather colonial. (As did Janice Raymond, of course, but in an 
entirely different way.) For the point is: Whose story are we telling here and who has the 
right to tell it? Stone here speaks of “a struggle to ground an account in some natural 


inevitability” and goes onto say that: 


“Bodies are screens on which we see projected the momentary settlements that emerge 
from ongoing struggles over beliefs and practices within the academic and medical 


communities. These struggles play themselves out in arenas far removed from the body. 
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Each is an attempt to gain a high ground which is profoundly moral in character, to make an 
authoritative and final explanation for the way things are and consequently for the way 
they must continue to be. In other words, each of these accounts is culture speaking with 
the voice of an individual. The people who have no voice in this theorizing are the 
transsexuals themselves. As with males theorizing about women from the beginning of 
time, theorists of gender have seen transsexuals as possessing something less than agency. 
As with genetic women, transsexuals are infantilized, considered too illogical or 
irresponsible to achieve true subjectivity, or clinically erased by diagnostic criteria; or else, 
as constructed by some radical feminist theorists, as robots of an insidious and menacing 
patriarchy, an alien army designed and constructed to infiltrate, pervert and destroy ‘true’ 


women.” 


One problem here, of course, is that trans people may themselves collude with any or all 
of these things — as in when some, as with some gay, lesbian and bi associates, wish to 
biologically ground their existence in some material MacGuffin which, somehow, 
validates their existence as the things they imagine themselves to be. People thus tell 
(tall?) tales about the trans body and not least trans people themselves, imagining they 


are doing themselves a Favour in so doing. Stone, however, points out that: 


“The clinic is a technology of inscription. Given this circumstance in which a minority 
discourse comes to ground in the physical, a counterdiscourse is critical. But it is difficult to 
generate a counterdiscourse if one is programmed to disappear. The highest purpose of the 
transsexual is to erase h/erself, to fade into the ‘normal’ population as soon as possible. 
Part of this process is known as constructing a plausible history-- learning to lie effectively 


about one's past. What is gained is acceptability in society. What is lost is the ability to 
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authentically represent the complexities and ambiguities of lived experience, and thereby is 
lost that aspect of ‘nature’ which Donna Haraway theorizes as Coyote -- the Native 
American spirit animal who represents the power of continual transformation which is the 
heart of engaged life. Instead, authentic experience is replaced by a particular kind of story, 
one that supports the old constructed positions. This is expensive, and profoundly 
disempowering. Whether desiring to do so or not, transsexuals do not grow up in the same 
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ways as ‘GGs’, or genetic ‘naturals’. 


Here Stone is talking about a kind of authenticity unique to the trans person, one that 
does not willingly disappear as the culturally dominant narrative requires it to in an act 
of domestication and assimilation (and to which many trans people will be tempted to 
submit for the sake of a quiet life). Stone here insists that “For a transsexual, as a 
transsexual, to generate a true, effective and representational counterdiscourse is to 
speak From outside the boundaries of gender, beyond the constructed oppositional 
nodes which have been predefined as the only positions from which discourse is 
possible.” She thus definitively positions someone trans as outside “the traditional 
gender frame” and as one who must be (and consciously remain so) if they are not “to 
become complicit in the discourse which one wishes to deconstruct”. This is an act of 
self-actualisation in which one does not simply Find new ways to be like everybody else. 
It speaks of authenticity as the necessary basis of any honest social relation and the 
rejection of medically understood constructions of gender understood in traditional 
ways and to other people’s (professional people’s) satisfaction. What it in Fact comes 
down to is what it will always come down to: the social relation of “passing” and its place 


in a social system of understanding. 
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Sandy Stone tells us that “The most critical thing a transsexual can do, the thing that 
constitutes success, is to ‘pass’.” More than just a matter of how someone looks, this can 
involve constructing a whole new back story for oneself in which one elides or disguises 
the fact that, in the past, you may have related to people in other ways than you do now. 
Constructing this story, and having it pass as acceptable in its retelling, may be as 


essential to the trans person as whether they pass “visual inspection” in the ways that 


we all have to as discussed previously in the last chapter. As Stone puts this: 


“Passing means to live successfully in the gender of choice, to be accepted as a ‘natural’ 
member of that gender. Passing means the denial of mixture. One and the same with 
passing is effacement of the prior gender role, or the construction of a plausible history. 
Considering that most transsexuals choose reassignment in their third or fourth decade, this 
means erasing a considerable portion of their personal experience. It is my contention that 
this process, in which both the transsexual and the medicolegal/psychological 
establishment are complicit, forecloses the possibility of a life grounded in the intertextual 
possibilities of the transsexual body. To negotiate the troubling and productive multiple 
permeabilities of boundary and subject position that intertextuality implies, we must begin 
to rearticulate the foundational language by which both sexuality and transsexuality are 
described. For example, neither the investigators nor the transsexuals have taken the step 
of problematizing ‘wrong body’ as an adequate descriptive category. In fact ‘wrong body’ 


has come, virtually by default, to define the syndrome.” 


It is this “denial of mixture” which is interesting here in Stone’s rhetoric as well as “the 
intertextual possibilities of the transsexual body” for the fact is, probably willingly 


admitted by no one, that trans bodies are not imagined like other bodies. They are 
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“mixtures” and they are “intertextual”. Conceived in a traditional scheme much as the 
homosexual once was (“a Female soul in a male body” — or vice versa, obviously), we must 
take seriously the notion that nature didn’t get anything wrong here but that it is how 
we understand ourselves and our relations that is at issue. We could understand trans 
bodies as wrong or evil or vile (as some do) or we could understand them (should 
understand them!) as just other bodies with their own authenticity, integrity and stories 
to be told about them. But it is exactly here, as Stone herself knows well, that a 
necessary plurality and multiplicity must come into play. We cannot, as people true to 
that old rhetorical mainstay REALITY, insist on a duplicitous binary. It is not, then, a 
matter of a “wrong body”, a phrase that has come to define the trans person, not least 
(in this testimony) to trans people themselves, but of the “trans body” as a body in its 


own right. Of this, Stone says: 


“lt is quite understandable, | think, that a phrase whose lexicality suggests the 
phallocentric, binary character of gender differentiation should be examined with deepest 
suspicion. So long as we, whether academics, clinicians, or transsexuals, ontologize both 
sexuality and transsexuality in this way, we have foreclosed the possibility of analyzing 
desire and motivational complexity in a manner which adequately describes the multiple 
contradictions of individual lived experience. We need a deeper analytical language for 
transsexual theory, one which allows for the sorts of ambiguities and polyvocalities which 
have already so productively informed and enriched feminist theory. Judith Shapiro points 
out that ‘To those...who might be inclined to diagnose the transsexual's focus on the 
genitals as obsessive or fetishistic, the response is that they are, in fact, simply conforming 
to their culture's criteria for gender assignment’. This statement points to deeper workings, 


to hidden discourses and experiential pluralities within the transsexual monolith. They are 
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not yet clinically or academically visible, and with good reason. For example, in pursuit of 
differential diagnosis a question sometimes asked of a prospective transsexual is ‘Suppose 
that you could be a man [or woman] in every way except for your genitals; would you be 
content?’ There are several possible answers, but only one is clinically correct. (This answer 


is “No” as Stone indicates in her footnotes.) 


Small wonder, then, that so much of these discourses revolves around the phrase ‘wrong 
body’. Under the binary phallocratic founding myth by which Western bodies and subjects 
are authorized, only one body per gendered subject is ‘right’. All other bodies are wrong. As 
clinicians and transsexuals continue to face off across the diagnostic battlefield which this 
scenario suggests, the transsexuals for whom gender identity is something different from 
and perhaps irrelevant to physical genitalia are occulted by those for whom the power of 
the medical/psychological establishments, and their ability to act as gatekeepers for 
cultural norms, is the final authority for what counts as a culturally intelligible body. This is 
a treacherous area, and were the silenced groups to achieve voice we might well find, as 
feminist theorists have claimed, that the identities of individual, embodied subjects were 
far less implicated in physical norms, and far more diversely spread across a rich and 


complex structuration of identity and desire, than it is now possible to express.” 


Such commentary, yet again, is prescient and is, in Fact, what | think has happened since 
the late 80s and early 90s when Stone was writing, not least when “gender nihilists” and 
“non-binary” people make themselves increasingly known. The picture is not “binary”; 
the picture is multiple, many, poly, diverse. Those “realists” who claim that reality is two 
(and only two) are not nearly real enough for their own dogmas or intellectual 


boundaries to support: for reality is (all too vocally) many. Yet two, a binary, is the 


935 


cultural reality of the West and so it is that which must be relentlessly attacked, 
challenged and rebelled against until it is toppled and, in order to do this, Stone realises 


that “passing” is both the issue and the problem. She writes: 


“Transsexuals who pass seem able to ignore the fact that by creating totalized, monistic 
identities, forgoing physical and subjective intertextuality, they have foreclosed the 
possibility of authentic relationships. Under the principle of passing, denying the 
destabilizing power of being ‘read’, relationships begin as lies--and passing, of course, is not 
an activity restricted to transsexuals. This is familiar to the person of color whose skin is 
light enough to pass as white, or to the closet gay or lesbian... or to anyone who has chosen 
invisibility as an imperfect solution to personal dissonance. Essentially | am rearticulating 
one of the arguments for solidarity which has been developed by gays, lesbians and people 
of color. The comparison extends further. To deconstruct the necessity for passing implies 
that transsexuals must take responsibility for all of their history, to begin to rearticulate 
their lives not as a series of erasures in the service of a species of feminism conceived from 
within a traditional frame, but as a political action begun by reappropriating difference and 
reclaiming the power of the refigured and reinscribed body. The disruptions of the old 
patterns of desire that the multiple dissonances of the transsexual body imply produce not 
an irreducible alterity but a myriad of alterities, whose unanticipated juxtapositions hold 
what Donna Haraway has called the promises of monsters-- physicalities of constantly 


shifting figure and ground that exceed the frame of any possible representation.” 


Here “I am not the same as you” is not a reason to erase the difference and to pretend to 
be the same in order to avoid causing a fuss or some imagined social dissonance. Rather, 


it is to embrace the difference and find a way to create a sociality based on and in 
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difference, one in which being different is not a cause of war but of solidarity. In other 
words, being different versions of the same thing should not, in this vision, cause people 
to either break up into their differences or hide their differences: it should cause them 
to see difference as common to every one of us (for all of us are different to everybody 
else since we are all unique). It is to give each person their own ability to inscribe and 
describe their own bodies in their own ways without being socially required to do so in 
prescriptive, top down, authoritarian ways. Stone repeats at the end of her piece that 
“the essence of transsexualism is the act of passing” but she intimates that this act is a 
Fundamentally inauthentic act in which one bows the knee to social authority in so doing. 
Yet she goes on to say, having already said that we must “deconstruct the necessity for 


passing”, that: 


“Il could not ask a transsexual for anything more inconceivable than to forgo passing, to be 
consciously ‘read’, to read oneself aloud--and by this troubling and productive reading, to 
begin to write oneself into the discourses by which one has been written—in effect, then, to 


become a [look out-- dare | say it again?] posttranssexual.” 


Yet this is exactly what she is saying. In this, Stone’s constant referral to a textual 
metaphor is both revealing and pertinent for it asks the question of who tells the story 
of “us” and who we should listen to when someone does. Clearly, anyone can tell such a 
story and many do nothing else today — all for entirely malign political purposes. | read 
Stone’s essay, however, as an insistence that we must stand up and tell our own stories, 
stories that are no longer about “passing” but that are about authenticity, honesty, 
difference, mutability, change, diversity; that are about, in Stone’s terms, 


“posttranssexuality” and our no longer being willing to pass in an act of fundamental 
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self-actualisation, a new kind of “coming out”. We must, then, become those who dare to 
be different (and we will have to “dare” for it will certainly be resisted), who dare to self- 
describe and self-actualise our own bodies and their meanings and erotic consequences 
in relation with and to others. And we must do this because the alternative is ultimately 
the binary, heteronormative, dimorphic prison of social control that distinguishes those 
with balls From those without that we have now been kept in for far too long already and 
that a considerable number of people want to keep us in forever. We, however, insist we 
will have to create a new society instead that is based on much more fundamentally 
honest gender/sex which means speaking up and testifying to its vast multiplicity and to 
saying that who gets to say what a body means and how it may relate is not just a task 
For some with the powers of diagnosis and imposition but a task for everyone, a task For 


all, an act of decentralising personal and social authenticity. 


3) From one of the Founding essays of transgender studies | now move to an essay (and 
its several add-ons and a follow up) which is put forward as one of the Founding texts of 
gay and lesbian studies, sexuality studies and queer theory. This is Gayle S. Rubin's 
“Thinking Sex: Notes for a Radical Theory of the Politics of Sexuality” and, in its history 
and formation, as Rubin details at length, this is at least as much to do with the Feminist 
“sex wars” of the 1970s and 1980s as it is to do with Rubin’s own academic theories 
about sexuality or its politics. Rubin’s essay, in Fact, shows up just how political sex can 
be and, | think, also makes the case for a sexual politics - a politics of one’s own direct 
action and the telling of one’s own stories that is about not letting oneself — or one’s 
sexual community — be domesticated, dominated or subsumed. The essay is Further 
instructive in that it tells something of the genesis of where we are today in the 2020s 


since the things Rubin discusses have only been magnified and amplified in the 40 or 50 
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years since the times she herself refers to and was a part of. This is a story of sex 
positivity and sex negativity, of feminists who hate porn and think of it as a war on 
women, and of those who think sexual diversity is a clear and present danger to society 
in and of itself. This text itself, First delivered as a workshop at the infamous Barnard 
College “Scholar and the Feminist 9 Conference” in April 1982 (which was protested by a 
group of radical Feminists called “Women Against Pornography”), has its own history of 
causing outrage in that, by then, Rubin, a cultural anthropologist with interests in the 
leather scene and S+M practices, had herself been identified by anti-porn and anti-S+M 
Feminist campaigners as “anti-Feminist” and “anti-woman” herself in that, to her 
rhetorical opponents, even having these interests was evidence enough to convict one 


of such a “crime” against women. 


“Thinking Sex” itself is then really a sort of real time commentary on, and analysis of, 
events of the time with some judicious bits of theory thrown in to boot. An early remark 


of note we would do well to remember First of all when reading it is that: 


“As with other aspects of human behavior, the concrete institutional forms of sexuality at 
any given time and place are products of human activity. They are imbued with conflicts of 
interest and political maneuvering, both deliberate and incidental. In that sense, sex is 


always political.” 


OF course, we might imagine that sex wouldn’t be, or couldn't be, “political” if it were, 
say, “objective” or “Fixed” or “set in stone” — because it would not then be a matter of 
choice but of compliance. Yet the problem here in Rubin’s essay seems to be exactly that 


sex is a matter of choice (or at least of different expressions) — and thus it becomes 
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political. Rubin in Fact refers to periods of history at the beginning of her essay in which 
“the domain of the erotic life” can become “renegotiated” and she refers to the late 
Victorian era and the American 1950s as such times in the past. (One is here also 
tempted to argue that an extended time period of such change and renegotiation has 
been going on in the West — with many disruptions in the interim — between the 1960s 
and the present day. Or maybe its just that, since the Victorian world invented sexology, 
the way we now think of sexuality at all has changed forever.) Rubin makes the point, 
however, that “moral paroxysms” (a now seemingly recurrent phenomenon) have their 
consequences and leave their marks. Those engaged in the second wave feminist sex 
wars, for example (as Rubin herself was), seem unable to Forget them. It is unlikely those 
involved in the current trans wars will be made any more forgetful. Disputes about 
sexuality then (| am here continuing to combine sexuality and gender in an 
understanding of it as a complex and related phenomenon), even where they have 
perhaps progressive effects, still leave a cultural memory. We might not now think of 
masturbation as a sin (to use one of Rubin's own examples), but it might still very easily 


be imagined as “dirty” or “distasteful” or as “not a subject of public discussion”. 


Rubin's ethnography is, of course, American and almost entirely about America. This is 
unfortunate (as it is that an overwhelming amount of content about pretty much any 
academic subject these days is Americans talking about themselves and uninterested in 
the rest of the world — a form of cultural imperialism and blindness to others) but we 
must make the best of it. It details a history of the legal persecution of various forms of 
imagined deviant or perverted sexuality from the homosexual to the commercial and 
with the public consciousness focused very closely on the shady figure of the “sex 


offender”, imagined a clear and present danger to everything from the helpless and 
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innocent child to the moral fibre of the nation itself. Who a “sex offender” actually is, 
however, seems more difficult to pin down. Is it a rapist? A child molester? Or is it simply 
code for “those homos”? Rubin reports that such moral panics as those about “sex 
offenders” often disguise as much as they reveal and that the scary monster of the 
sexual psychopath is as much the human imagination working to create a Figure to be 
afraid of as it is base prejudice turned into someone to fear — not least where various 
sexual acts such as anal or S+M sex, which may very well be entirely consensual even if 


they are demonised by a mainstream puritanical narrative, are thrown into the mix. 


Rubin in fact refers explicitly to past “federal witch hunts” to which homosexual men, For 
example, were subjected in post-Second World War America. This even involved 
“systematic surveillance” of suspected homosexuals carried out by the FBI. One thinks of 
the America of this time as a boiling pot of racial tension but Rubin makes clear that 
there was clearly more than one vector of social oppression going on at the same time 
for there was also a sexual vector too. This could basically be described as sexuality 
circumscribed to the traditional heterosexual Family scenario (for reproductive purposes 
and not least inspired by moralistic Christian and conservative sources) against any and 
all other forms or expressions of sexuality, whether homosexual, commercial (i.e. 


pornography and prostitution) or otherwise erotically deviant (as in exotic sex practices). 


One imagines that, from the perspective of the puritans with their singular model of 
legitimate sexuality and its authentic expression (the heterosexual married couple), 
everything From being gay to selling sex to exposing your own nudity to consensual but 
imagined abhorrent acts all seems equally out of bounds. This, of course, would not 


necessarily be such a big deal except that these same people then send in their police 
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and seek to create a legal apparatus for the punishment of those who might just enjoy 
different forms of sexuality to them in socially benign ways. In case you were in any 
doubt, the current situation in which a conservative Few try to persecute a benign trans 
population out of existence is not new. Its just a replay of the not so distant past with 
specifically trans targets at the head of the list of things to be eradicated this time 
around. Sex has become politics and politics is sex and what you are, or might do 
because of what you are, is the problem. This puts the questions of what we are, and 


how we might co-exist together, Firmly in the political spotlight. 


Rubin first delivered her essay in 1982 and, at this time, there were really three issues 
that animated the anti-sexual, puritanical Folks in America: homosexuality, “obscenity” (a 
Favourite in this category Rubin reports as “S+M” which could seemingly only be 
understood by the antis as actual violence against women that no sane person would 
ever willingly engage in — and so they highlighted it as much as possible in their rhetoric) 
and prostitution. Rubin describes two different (but sometimes allied) kinds of people in 
this regard: anti-porn “radical” feminists who would discourse about “phallocentric” 
society and its systemic, symbolic and ideological (yet very material) violence against 
women, and (religious) conservatives who just wanted a heterosexual society Full of 
appropriately controlled married couples containing one man and one woman and the 
appropriate addition of offspring as God (or nature) intended. These two groups did not 
have (as they don’t have now 40 years later) the same motivations but there was enough 
crossover that they could work together (as in the 80s when Catherine MacKinnon and 
Andrea Dworkin, anti-porn Feminists, worked with conservative law makers in an attempt 
to introduce civil laws aimed at porn producers and as in the present day when anti-trans 


campaigners get funding from right wing conservative organisations like the Heritage 
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Foundation or are found hob-nobbing with figures like Andy Ngo and other assorted 


Fascists). 


Here it was discovered by these groups that a Fruitful angle of attack (which Rubin, in 
later reflections on her essay, admits she vastly underestimated and which has since 
vastly escalated) is to paint your action as about protecting children. In the 70s and 80s it 
was rhetorically “the gays” who wanted to corrupt and harm your children; today we are 
told it is the “trans activists” (a linguistic invention of a non-existent group in order to 
avoid saying “trans people” and simply come across as bigoted against them). This leads 
to the rhetoric of “recruiters” and “groomers” and paints being a certain kind of person 
(whether gay or trans) as inherently a threat. (It occurs to me in writing this that, as | 
have referred to in other writing in Black Flag, this is precisely the tactic the Nazis used 
of the Jews - who were described as various kinds of biological infection and as 
predators looking to entrap the innocent (such as your teenage daughter). It is thus the 
lowest form of rhetoric possible, pernicious and manipulative.) Such rhetoric marries 
with that of the phantom sex offender who is (we are led to imagine) around every 
corner and also ties in with a conservative and puritanical insistence that children are, 


and must be kept, entirely innocent of any sexuality of their own at all. 


In this mentality, in Fact, to even link “child” with “sexuality” is to almost certainly invite, 
and receive, multiple accusations of being pedophilic yourself in what, in a social media 
age, has since become known as the “pile on”. Anybody these days daring to talk about a 
child (a person under 18 in general) as a person with a sexuality or as a sexual being (or 
even as a being with a body that has sexualised parts) is risking a serious case of public 


attack and continued vitriol from a public square that will never forget as a result. It is, 
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of course, an attempt to enforce a puritanical silence on the public about such a subject 
and, as such, is a Fundamental act of social coercing for political reasons. Such attitudes 
have unintended consequences - as in when laws intended to outlaw “child pornography” 
end up being used to prosecute 16 or 17 year olds texting photos of their own bodies in 
what we might otherwise imagine are their own autonomous acts. One is then minded to 


wonder if this attitude is about “protecting” children or more simply controlling them. 


It is not lost on me here, as | muse on Rubin’s text, that the whole “protecting children” 
schtick precisely is a tactic — and is, in fact, exactly a tactic of control. To argue about 
sexuality (or gender or bodies) in regard to adults is difficult because adults, we might 
imagine in a free society, should have some measure of freedom and personal 
autonomy. It is hard to argue against consensual actions between adults, or the 
autonomous actions of adults, in a society where such freedom is meant to be held as 
precious and valuable. (Although, of course, this is done too — but we will get to that 
later.) With children, however, we can say they are naive or innocent or dangerously 
inexperienced at the game of life. We can, in Fact, snatch away any autonomy or agency 
we might imagine them, or they might desire, to have and call it something done in the 
name of our sacred duty to protect the young. Using such a tactic, we can ban them from 
gaining any information or experience about sexuality or gender — even where this is 
health information, or necessary treatment, that might actually protect them in Future 
life. We can attempt to hermetically seal them From an adult world, exposure to which, 
so it is argued, would be entirely harmful to them. (Ah! Dangerous knowledge!) We can 
make their bodies taboo (even to themselves) and the sight of them a forbidden sexual 
act that only a dangerously sick pervert would want to see in the first place. We can take 


sexual liberties and personal autonomy away - but claim to be doing it all For the kids. 
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And the thing is that, if we do do this, no one would ever argue about it or against it — for 
who wants to be immediately accused of being a pedophile (which is certainly what will 
happen and regardless of how ridiculous such an accusation might be)? Thus, a 
Fundamental act of policing sexuality is actually a Fundamental act of political policing: 
create a desexualised, gender-inert juvenile class and you can legitimate the notion of all 
kinds of harmful sexual and gender ideas that the innocent (or the mentally or 
emotionally disturbed or inexperienced) should be protected From (which even includes 
their own developing sexuality and gendered self-understanding). It is then no wonder 
that, in the modern day and at least in relation to being trans, some have argued for 
even pushing this limit to 25 years of age, realising that identities, once formed, become 
increasingly hard to break (and increasingly hard to justify legislating against whilst 


calling yourself a lover of freedom). 


As | say, then, this a tactic aimed to control children (as an aspect of wider political 
society which they, of course, will inevitably Feed into) and to stop them learning about 
sexual and gender diversity or even about sexuality and gender at all. (What these 
deliberately imprisoned and wilfully uneducated human beings are meant to do at 18, 
naive about wider reality as they inevitably are, is then anybody's guess. Presumably, its 
hoped their incarcerated indoctrination into a singular dogma has worked and they take 
up their assigned roles in the heteronormative patriarchy.) It plays into an agenda which 
Helen Joyce, mentioned in my last chapter, has called “a huge problem to a sane world”, 
her reference to trans people, and to her desire to actively reduce the numbers of trans 
people, which inevitably means actively trying to stop people identifying themselves as 
trans. (There are conversion therapy books for this which detail tactics parents should 


use on their children to make identifying as trans as difficult as possible. Some have 
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called such material itself child abuse.) In Rubin’s day it would have been primarily gays 
and lesbians the heteronormative patriarchal society wanted to eradicate. Today, trans 


people have assumed the number one position in the very same list. 


Under such panics about the threats of sexuality and gendered self-understanding, of 
course, all kinds of collateral damage takes place. In a puritanical moral crusade against 
obscenity, for example, everything from dirty stories to nude photos can be denounced 
as morally degrading Filth that needs must be banned (even though the objects of the 
“obscenity” might be entirely consensually produced, sold and consumed). Creating such 
content can have you highlighted as deviant and dangerous. This all creates “an 
atmosphere” and one imagines that, these days, it is consequently a much more risky 
business to take a photo of your naked under 18 year old, as parents have sometimes 
been prone to do since the invention of the camera, since the chance the very same 
image will be regarded (in a way quite normative) as sexualised and perverse is much 
higher than it was in the past. Nothing internal has changed here of course; it is just a 
photograph of the body of someone special to you, your child. But a lot has changed 
externally in human political relations and so consequently in how people must be 


controlled in regards to their relations to one another under a logic of “sex panic”. 


What concerns me here especially is Rubin’s mentions of imagined consensual behaviour 
(and, for sake of argument, let us take it as consensual) but which politically-motivated 
others wish to propagandise, excoriate and ban regardless. Homosexuality is an obvious 
example of Rubin’s here in her temporal location. A more spicy one is the selling of 
oneself as a sex favour (whether in the more traditional prostitute role or, in more 


modern guise, as an Internet offering). A more dangerous case (not least for me in 
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bringing it up) is those with taboo sexual tastes, for example for teenagers or family 
members. What | am aiming to stress here, after Rubin, is that there are people in the 
world who want to compress the boundaries of acceptable sexual behaviour — even 
where it is consensual sexual behaviour. They want the right, and crucially the power, to 
delimit what any and every person may do sexually, either by themselves or with others. 
Obviously, the case of under 18s aside (although in some jurisdictions, such as Germany, 
it may be under 14s since the German age of consent is 14 not 18), this is a problem, as 
already discussed, since it transgresses democratic notions of human agency and 
autonomy. So the controllers of sex have to get creative with their arguments. As Rubin 
evidences, they have to say the activity degrades those who partake in it or is harmful to 
the participants or is damaging to any society that would allow it or that consent is 
irrelevant in the case of the particular activity (such as when it is regarded as an activity 
to which one cannot legally consent). Inevitably, morality (shared values) plays a huge 
role in this and we hear a lot of talk about “abnormal sexual relations” and “degradation” 
and “immorality”. The idea that some kinds of sex (although the suspicion remains that it 
might just be sex itself) are “dirty” and “polluting” is never far away here. Human agency 
and consensuality is seen to have an inferior claim in such arguments and to be 


something that should, for the sake of all of us, be overridden or simply ignored. 


What it is really doing, of course, is attempting to argue human sexual (or gender/sex) 
Freedom away. The real target is any gender and sexuality that is uncontrolled according 
to a heterosexual, patriarchal and binary standard. Here fucking your adult sister (you 
yourself also being an adult) is viewed the same as a 14 year old learning about sexual 
health which is viewed the same as a woman seeking an abortion as the result of an 


unwanted pregnancy by groups, which Rubin names, such as the “Moral Majority” or 
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“Citizens For Decency”. (Today we have “Sex Matters” in the UK, a similarly conservative 
group composed of middle-aged Frumps, and in which Helen Joyce — who, as | write, was 
recently caught reading underage porn ona train for “research purposes” - is one of the 
senior frumps, whose entire purpose is to oppose trans existence.) The point of these 
groups is the denial of human agency (age now becoming irrelevant) and the arbitrary 
Forced control of the population’s gender/sexuality. In fact, updating from the many 
legal examples Rubin gives in her essay, we can today read in the USA of laws, or 
proposed laws, intended to stop either trans people or women seeking abortions From 
leaving their states in order to receive the care they need elsewhere. In the UK, 
numerous attempts are being made to make being trans publicly and Functionally 
impossible and even to remove rights already granted (much like activists in the USA got 
the Row vs Wade judgment overturned. These same, American inspired and financed, 
anti-abortion activists have appeared recently in the UK as well). It is, as Rubin shows 
From the 70s and 80s and as we know for ourselves in the 2020s, all about political 


control of sexuality and gender and, ultimately, of human relations completely. 


Why this is important is, as Rubin notes, because: 


“Periods such as [these] recodify the relations of sexuality. The struggles that were fought 
leave a residue in the form of laws, social practices, and ideologies which then affect the 
way in which sexuality is experienced long after the immediate conflicts have faded. All the 
signs indicate that the present era is another of those watersheds in the politics of sex. The 
settlements that emerge from the 1980s will have an impact far into the future. It is 
therefore imperative to understand what is going on and what is at stake in order to make 


informed decisions about what policies to support and oppose. 
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It is difficult to make such decisions in the absence of a coherent and intelligent body of 
radical thought about sex. Unfortunately, progressive political analysis of sexuality is 
relatively underdeveloped. Much of what is available from the feminist movement has 
simply added to the mystification that shrouds the subject. There is an urgent need to 


develop radical perspectives on sexuality.” 


In short, we need to think about sexuality, and about gender/sex, differently, to Figure it 
out for ourselves, and we need to be able to develop the intellectual tools, and the mind, 


to do so. Rubin says of this that: 


“A radical theory of sex must identify, describe, explain, and denounce erotic injustice and 
sexual oppression. Such a theory needs refined conceptual tools which can grasp the subject 
and hold it in view. It must build rich descriptions of sexuality as it exists in society and 
history. lt requires a convincing critical language that can convey the barbarity of sexual 


persecution.” 


In the language of the pragmatist, Rorty, this is to say that we must out-think and out- 
rhetoric our opponents; we must out-imagine them in terms of the societies of sexed 
and gendered people, and their sexual inter-relations, that we can conceive of. We see 
this is so immediately when Rubin comes to discuss the obstacles to doing so in the 
rhetoric of the conservatives and puritans, things such as sexual and gendered 
essentialism and biological determinism which, in their rhetoric, force people to be 
things (rather than to have and articulate relations) and refuse to allow them to be, or to 
imagine, anything else. (This, of course, is why they hate children learning anything about 


sex or gender — because they might then be encouraged to imagine something else for 
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themselves. Like the priests and arbiters of sexual sins of Former centuries who worried 
that masturbators could just summon up their Fantasies, the sexual conservative and 


coercive puritan always, in any time Frame, worry that people have minds of their own.) 


Rubin sees the antidote to this in a social constructivism about sexuality and gender/sex 
which you will see | am a firm adherent of myself. Rather than telling ourselves that 
reality is a god we must obey, social constructivism tells us that we can make of 
ourselves multiple different things and that the argument “things are just what they 
are” — an argument consistently used by the powerful to justify a matrix of social 
relationships exactly as they are and as they should remain -— is a tool rather than a 
reality. Particularly useful here are historical and anthropological narratives which show 
quite simply and clearly that human relations are not Fixed and, as a matter of fact, have 
been, and are consistently, different, mutable and subject to change the world over. In 
studying how these relations work, we gain the tools to be able to consciously articulate 
our own relations and our selves as relations. Fundamentally here the basis for this is 


that “sexuality is constituted in society and history, not biologically ordained.” Thus: 


“sexuality is impervious to political analysis as long as it is primarily conceived as a 
biological phenomenon or an aspect of individual psychology. Sexuality is as much a human 
product as are diets, methods of transportation, systems of etiquette, forms of labor, types 
of entertainment, processes of production, and modes of oppression. Once sex is 
understood in terms of social analysis and historical understanding, a more realistic politics 
of sex becomes possible. One may then think of sexual politics in terms of such phenomena 
as populations, neighborhoods, settlement patterns, migration, urban conflict, 


epidemiology, and police technology. These are more fruitful categories of thought than the 
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more traditional ones of sin, disease, neurosis, pathology, decadence, pollution, or the 


decline and fall of empires.” 


Here the point is that sexuality, human relations (not Forgetting the role gender plays in 
this), is SOMETHING PRODUCED and never simply something given. Thus, there is no 
“set role” anyone “should” be playing and the whole set of relations is dynamic and up For 
grabs. (One might in fact imagine this is why it is a matter of contention at all and that 
conservatives and puritans are hypocrites as well as plain wrong.) Biological essentialism 


is a Fable, so Rubin is saying, and, worse, a coercive fable. We can do better than that. 


Rubin in fact can think of “at least Five other” things that are problems to better thinking 


about sexuality in this case. They are: 


1. Sexual negativity (considering sex itself as a whole as “a dangerous, destructive, 
negative force”, something inherently in need of control and automatically suspicious, 
something that needs a reason for it to be legitimate, its automatic legitimacy not being 


either assumed or granted). 


2. Over-exaggerating the value of sexual activity (which is basically regarding sexual 
behaviour as something special or somehow different From other conduct and so as 
something to which massive over-importance or “an excess of significance” attaches 
without any real justification, thus treating sexual behaviour, difference or variation as 


some kind of special societal threat ). 
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3. Having a hierarchy of sex acts (with heterosexual, monogamous, reproductive marriage 
at the top and all kinds of promiscuity, deviancy, erotic fetishism, commercial sale of sex, 
random copulating and transgenderism near the bottom — but in such a way as one 
receives societal credits or discredits, favour or disfavour, depending on where one Finds 
oneself in the hierarchy. These judgments can be moral, legal, psychiatric, political, 
economic or all Five, for example, and the hierarchy as a whole is based on the notion, of 
religious origin, that uncontrolled “erotic variety is dangerous”. It can then be seen as a 
sexual version of the racism which brands “the other” or “the Foreigner” a danger simply 
because that is their relation to “the norm”, a kind of “chauvinism”. Notable For Rubin in 
this case is that, For those of this conservative and authoritarian mindset, the hierarchy 
IS NECESSARY. It is necessary because a distinction between legitimate and illegitimate, 
good and bad, honourable and disgraceful, must be maintained. IF one is not judgmental 
or authoritarian about this then these distinctions would cease to matter and so cease to 


exist, a reason for why conservatives about sex must keep being conservative at all). 


4. A domino theory of sexual peril (the idea that if we allow a small amount of difference 
or deviation then, sooner or later, it will inevitably become “anything goes” and 
authoritarian order will become unpoliced chaos, affecting not just all the nasty people 
who do things we don’t like but “us” as well. Thus all acts, all sexuality and so all gender 
need to be judged so we can decide on which side of a line of acceptability it Falls. Thus, 
Rubin can imagine a “charmed circle” of acceptable behaviours, habits and relations and 


those other, unacceptable things which are pushed to “the outer limits”). 


5. Lacking any concept of benign sexual variation (in other words, if you're doing 


something that’s not prescribed, you're a deviant weirdo and what you're doing is bad 
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and wrong as difference and diversity are themselves a crime — a bit like if you’re a black 
man in a white zone in an apartheid state or a trans woman in a Female only bathroom at 
a gender critical event. Of this, Rubin remarks: “This kind of sexual morality has more in 
common with ideologies of racism than with true ethics. It grants virtue to the dominant 
groups, and relegates vice to the underprivileged. A democratic morality should judge 
sexual acts by the way partners treat one another, the level of mutual consideration, the 
presence or absence of coercion, and the quantity and quality of the pleasures they provide. 
Whether sex acts are gay or straight, coupled or in groups, naked or in underwear, 
commercial or free, with or without video, should not be ethical concerns. It is difficult to 
develop a pluralistic sexual ethics without a concept of benign sexual variation. Variation is 
a fundamental property of all life, from the simplest biological organisms to the most 
complex human social formations. Yet sexuality is supposed to conform to a single standard. 
One of the most tenacious ideas about sex is that there is one best way to do it, and that 


everyone should do it that way.”). 


One finds it hard to resist the notion, after all this, that the problem here is “the prudes” 
who simply cannot conceive that people would involve themselves in things they hate or 
would think of themselves and relate themselves in ways which are foreign to them or of 
which they do not approve. The problem is no doubt then further exacerbated in that an 
authoritarian system once promulgated on the basis of gods and kings one is not meant 
to disobey is the political basis of their existence. IF you thought there was a god and 
that his word was law and that he might punish those who didn’t obey it then you might 
take to Forcing other people to behave in certain ways, or punishing them if they didn’t, 
too. Best, then, one might imagine, to thoroughly purge oneself of authoritarian 


theological ideas — even if they now wear secular and “democratic” clothes. 
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On this prudish matter of the theological and authoritarian belief in a singular marriage 
which alone redeems any sort of sexual behaviour, | had already of course had cause to 
comment earlier in discussion with Sex At Dawn and the anthropological Findings of Ryan 
and Jetha. There we learned that not only is such cultural chauvinism authoritarian, it is 
also wrong and untrue to lived human experience across multiple cultures. No wonder, 
then, that the cultural anthropologist, Gayle Rubin, remarks that, “We have learned to 
cherish different cultures as unique expressions of human inventiveness rather than as 
the inferior or disgusting habits of savages. We need a similarly anthropological 
understanding of different sexual cultures.” And we almost certainly need to do this in 
ways which don’t label people, from birth to death, as material things that have 
“natures” or “orientations”, what Rubin refers to as “erotic speciation”. People can 
always be understood in new and different ways — that is partly my motivation for this 


not 


book at all — but this is not to say that people “are” “things”. We need to remember that 
we work in fiction and social construction here. We are imagining ways to relate to each 
other and honouring our ideas in and through such relating. The goal is not to “be 


something” but to exist For certain socially beneficial purposes and advantages that we 


have determined amongst, and for, ourselves. 


It is about ordering (actually, self-ordering) society, sexually, gender/sexually, in such a 
way as a dominating caste does not preside over subordinated castes. It is about not 
discriminating against other sexual beings or activities because you do not personally 
happen to like them. It is about not constructing systems of sexual and gender control. It 
is about not building sexual oppression into daily existence. It is about not punishing or 
shaming those who make different sexed or gendered choices to you. It is about not 


making illegal differently organised or understood existences to your own. It is about 
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not overriding consensuality and human agency. It is about sexual activity (except in the 
case of it evidently being forced or coercive) and gender expression becoming non- 
controversial social matters in a politics accepting of difference and diversity. It is about 
erasing all of our past theology and ceasing to be societies based in authoritarianism. It 
is about creating a world where saying a person has a particular sexual interest is neither 
a cause of shame nor disgrace — regardless of our own attitude towards it. It is about 
destigmatising what Rubin calls “erotic dissidence”. It is about creating a world where a 
person, of whatever gender or sexual proclivity, who does no harm is conceived of as 
someone who is not a danger either. It is about an end to moral panics, cultural wars and 
legislative onslaughts aimed to get rid of this or that sexually understood or gendered 
grouping. It is about the full and Frank education of all human beings into the range of 
actual, and expressed, human gender/sexual possibility and its consequences. It is about 
the ascension of agency, autonomy and freedom of association in the dealings of human 
beings and the end of centralised control, not just of sex and gender, but of human 
relations completely across all possible vectors of oppression. It is about the once 
Forgotten sexual maturity of human beings coming again to Full fruition in their 


relationships. 


OF course, | am not naive enough to believe that by saying all that, it is just going to 
happen. Rubin, in her various afterwords and postscripts and backward looks at 
“Thinking Sex” in later decades realises this too and notes, sometimes with horror, how 
things got much worse in those later decades than she imagined when she first 
conceived the piece in the early 80s. But the Fact is, as “Thinking Sex” shows admirably, 
there are people out there, and probably always will be, who very much want to police 


sex (and gender) and who want to delimit what you can and can’t do with another 
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consenting human being (or even with yourself) whether you want to or not. You can 
either risk the consequences of that, succumb to it, or fight back. Sex and gender are 
political and politics is sexual and gendered and so, as a consequence, | leave you to 
dwell on the paragraphs with which Rubin Finished “Thinking Sex” as those who came 


after them: 


“Like gender, sexuality is political. It is organized into systems of power, which reward and 
encourage some individuals and activities, while punishing and suppressing others. Like the 
capitalist organization of labor and its distribution of rewards and powers, the modern 
sexual system has been the object of political struggle since it emerged and as it has 
evolved. But if the disputes between labor and capital are mystified, sexual conflicts are 


completely camouflaged. 


The legislative restructuring that took place at the end of the nineteenth century and in the 
early decades of the twentieth was a refracted response to the emergence of the modern 
erotic system. During that period, new erotic communities formed. It became possible to be 
a male homosexual or a lesbian in a way it had not been previously. Mass-produced erotica 
became available, and the possibilities for sexual commerce expanded. The first 
homosexual rights organizations were formed, and the first analyses of sexual oppression 


were articulated. 


The repression of the 1950s was in part a backlash to the expansion of sexual communities 
and possibilities which took place during the Second World War. During the 1950s, gay- 
rights organizations were established, the Kinsey reports were published, and lesbian 


literature flourished. The 1950s were a formative as well as a repressive era. 
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The current right-wing sexual counteroffensive is in part a reaction to the sexual 
liberalization of the 1960s and early 1970s. Moreover, it has brought about a unified and 
self-conscious coalition of sexual radicals. In one sense, what is now occurring is the 
emergence of a new sexual movement, aware of new issues and seeking a new theoretical 
basis. The sex wars out on the streets have been partly responsible for provoking a new 
intellectual focus on sexuality. The sexual system is shifting once again, and we are seeing 


many symptoms of its change. 


In Western culture, sex is taken all too seriously. A person is not considered immoral, is not 
sent to prison, and is not expelled from her or his family, for enjoying spicy cuisine. But an 
individual may go through all this and more for enjoying shoe leather. Ultimately, of what 
possible social significance is it if a person likes to masturbate over a shoe? It may even be 
nonconsensual, but since we do not ask permission of our shoes to wear them, it hardly 


seems necessary to obtain dispensation to come on them. 


If sex is taken too seriously, sexual persecution is not taken seriously enough. There is 
systematic mistreatment of individuals and communities on the basis of erotic taste or 
behavior. There are serious penalties for belonging to the various sexual occupational 
castes. The sexuality of the young is denied, adult sexuality is often treated like a variety of 
nuclear waste, and the graphic representation of sex takes place in a mire of legal and 
social circumlocution. Specific populations bear the brunt of the current system of erotic 


power, but their persecution upholds a system that affects everyone. 


The 1980s have already been a time of great sexual suffering. They have also been a time 


of ferment and new possibilities. Those who consider themselves progressive need to 
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examine their preconceptions, update their sexual educations, and acquaint themselves 
with the existence and operation of sexual hierarchy. It is time to recognize the political 


dimensions of erotic life.” 


In a reflection written 25 years after this titled “Blood Under the Bridge: Reflections on 
‘Thinking Sex’”, Rubin begins with a section called “The Fight Against Forgetting” in 
which she argues most strongly that sexual communities must not forget who they are 
or where they have come from. | take this as a call for community self-actualisation. And, 
when | think about the whole, the reflection, the original essay and an afterword and 
postscript in between, | take this to be the point of the whole as well for in “Thinking 
Sex” and its follow ups Rubin has been thoroughly documentary about her own 
interactions with these social and intellectual currents and the communities she has 
been a part of (as activist as well as academic). The point seems to be that we must stand 
up For ourselves, unashamedly as ourselves, and create who we, as sexed and gendered 
human beings, want to be in our relations. In Fact, this is all we can do because these 
things will not come into being except in the case that we (quite literally) embody them. 
So Rubin's words are Finally a call to action, intellectual action, and to doing the work of 
understanding and conceptualising others and ourselves in ways which create new and 
better human relations. We need to create our sex, our politics and their ethics. We need 
to Fight against those who would erase, control or police them. We need to keep on 
imagining new and better sexual and political realities - and each as constitutive of the 


other. 


4) Martine Rothblatt is a transgender businesswoman with former expertise as a 


communications lawyer who founded Sirius Satellite Radio amongst many other things. 
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In the 1990s she both revealed publicly that she was trans and had gender affirming 
surgery whilst also Founding biotechnology companies which exist to this day. These 
interests would soon be brought together when Rothblatt, one of the most successful 
women in American business and an advocate for technological solutions for many of 
the world’s problems from communications to medical and pharmaceutical concerns to 
sustainable building, began promoting a transhumanist agenda, even Founding her own 
pro-transhumanist organisation, The Terasem Movement. It was during the 1990s and 
her coming out period when she wrote a book called The Apartheid of Sex: A Manifesto 
on the Freedom of Gender which was a semi-personal attempt to provide a pro-trans 
account of transgenderism at the popular level. Originally about this subject more 
particularly, a second edition published in 2011, now re-titled From Transgender to 
Transhuman: A Manifesto on the Freedom of Form, extended the arguments of the 
original text and saw transhumanism as simply the logical extension of transgenderism. 


It is this text | intend to discuss in the Following section of this chapter. 


| must begin by stating that Martine Rothblatt, who in 2023 was awarded the Benjamin 
Franklin Medal for Distinguished Achievement in the Sciences, understands 
transgenderism, and being trans, in a particular and possibly idiosyncratic way. This is to 
say that she does not talk about “trans” as many other trans people | have seen talking 
about it. In a nutshell, Rothblatt’s approach is very individualist and based on the “can 
do” attitude one might expect a driven, entrepreneurial businesswoman to have anyway. 
But this means that Rothblatt does not speak much about community or relationship 
when she talks about either trans or gender in a context in which, as | have shown to 
some considerable extent, they are in many respects sociologically and even relationally 


understood by many others. | am choosing to see this as an interesting challenge and a 
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break from the norm rather than as an affront to the social wisdom | have collected 
together in previous pages. A further thing of note, of course, is that in linking 
transgender with transhuman, which is not a necessary link to make, one contextualises 
the other by their linkage. One then has to wonder at both the goal and the point in such 
thinking (as well as various statements in its motivation which make me constantly go 


“What?!” in their reading). 


This all starts in Rothblatt’s preface to her updated second edition where she explains 
that what was once conceived by her as “choosing one’s gender” (this is a major 
departure From much other trans testimony | have read or heard in that many trans 
people do not conceive of being trans as “choosing gender” at all —- and even find the 
suggestion deeply offensive since they imagine themselves to have always been the 
things they now consider themselves to be) is now conceived by her as “merely an 
important subset of choosing one’s form”. Thus, we see early on that “self 
determination” is a large part of Rothblatt’s mentality in regard to this. Rothblatt does 
not seem to imagine that changing one’s form changes who one is (in Fact, she explicitly 
denies it multiple times) and a startling example of this occurs in her First paragraph of 
this preface when she writes (discussing downloading “neural connection contents” as if 
it were data from a hard drive into what she calls a “mindfile”) that: “Once such a 
download and merger is complete, we would have chosen a new form - software -- 
although we would be the same person.” Rothblatt thus sets up many challenges (and 
engages in many tortuous metaphors) in regard to the more conventional human being 
in her imagination of what a viable and legitimate version of that can or could be. It 
involves not only the moulding Flesh involved in being transgender but also the 


prospective leaving Flesh behind entirely of the transhuman. One imagines that Martine 
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Rothblatt is, in fact, the gender critic’s ultimate nightmare: an end to “objective biology” 


— or even just biology — being meaningful at all. 


Thus, Rothblatt goes on to say in this updated preface for the second edition of her book 


that: 


“In The Apartheid of Sex | explained that being transgendered was adjusting one’s gender 
appearance to match their mental gender state. To be transgendered one had to be willing 
to disregard societal rules that require gender appearance to conform to acceptable 
appearances for one of two legal sexes, which, in turn, always depends upon gross sexual 
anatomy. To be transgendered one has to accept that they have a unique sexual identity, 
beyond either male or female, and that this unique mental gender state cannot be happily 


expressed as either rigidly male or female. It requires a unique, transgendered expression. 


In a similar fashion | now see that it is also too constraining for there to be but two legal 
forms, human and non-human. There can be limitless variations of forms from fully fleshed 
to purely software, with bodies and minds being made up of all degrees of electronic 
circuitry between. To be transhuman one has to be willing to accept that they have a unique 
personal identity, beyond flesh or software, and that this unique personal identity cannot 


be happily expressed as either human or not. It requires a unique, transhuman expression.” 


It is Fair to say that, in all she writes, Rothblatt never remotely attempts to undersell the 
intellectual propositions that she is putting forward. Her opening chapter of From 
Transgender to Transhuman, for example, is “Billions of Sexes” — which is not at all 


modest given the “tongue in cheek” suggestions of Anne Fausto-Sterling | discussed 
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earlier in regard to prospective “other sexes” (she had five in total). This, however, is in 
the third sentence of this First chapter immediately equated with “a continuum of sexes” 
— which isn’t the same thing since it is, at the very least, to imagine that any potential 
stopping point on a “continuum” is, in itself, a separate thing - which isn’t how a 
continuum works. The point of the chapter, however, is to make the idea of calling 
someone “male” or “Female” obsolete, a quaint tale that, in the Future, is only told in 
history books. In this, there is much to be appreciative of - even if Rothblatt’s way of 
describing it is in her own idiosyncratic descriptions and understandings. She asks, for 
example, if having a penis or vagina is so socially significant that it must effectively 
decide a person’s Future destiny from birth. On the analogy to race, Rothblatt argues 
historically that “immutable race” is becoming “choosable culture”. That she sees “race” 
as choosable will be offensive to some but then it will be equally as offensive to others 
that she sees “manhood” and “womanhood” as “lifestyle choices”. In Rothblatt’s rhetoric, 
social and cultural designations are somewhat seen as items in a store you can choose to 
acquire if you want to - and that will neither be to everyone’s taste nor compliant with 


everyone’s politics (nor, indeed, with sociological or anthropological verities). 


Here Rothblatt’s point, however, is that “The course of progress in civilization has been 
to render as irrelevant as possible the birth status of a particular individual”. | am not 
sure which “civilization” Rothblatt is talking about here but it does not to me appear to 
be the one | live in because in my country the head of state is a king whose appointment 
is confirmed in a church and expressed as something in receipt of a deity’s blessing. This, 
in Fact, highlights a Further weakness of Rothblatt’s rhetoric and approach, its almost 
total lack of political context or significance. Instead, it is all about individuals and what 


they might want to do with themselves as if they lived in a vacuum. One has to wonder, 
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however, if this is even relevant to modern transgender people who | daily see begging 
For money on social media in order that they might fund desired gender-affirming 
surgery — or even their simple continued survival. One then gets the hint that perhaps 
Rothblatt’s vision is the stream of consciousness thinking of a multi-multi-millionaire 
completely removed from the everyday concerns of people in the streets of American 
states, or other jurisdictions, where even being trans is a magnet for unwanted attention 
and a prison of socio-economic construction. One imagines Rothblatt lives in some kind 
of palatial compound where she is free to dream whatever she likes. Meanwhile, others 
are wondering if they might be alive tomorrow or how they can escape from the political 
hells others are attempting to incarcerate them in (and which, as an obvious capitalist, 
Rothblatt is herself deeply invested in). Perhaps Rothblatt’s politico-economic solution is 
that people should transmute into software in order to escape their enemies (although 
one wonders who is then paying for the electricity!) but if its not that then she certainly 
offers no other political or economic commentary here, apparently conceiving that 
neither arena is important enough to even mention. Being trans or transhuman for 
Rothblatt seems merely a matter of personal taste and that, in political and economic 


context, seems both wilfully blind and politically suspicious. 


The result of all this is an overwhelmingly sterile manifesto that reeks of the sterility of 
the transhuman vision which, for avoidance of doubt, | have always instinctively disliked 
since it comes across as the elitist dream of depoliticised technocrats more interested in 
their own prospective immortality than societal injustice or mass-induced poverty 
caused by political and economic oppression. It always strikes me as ironic that 
transhumanists are in almost every case privileged people with cultural, if not also 


economic and political, influence and who turn their attentions to “living forever” rather 
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than solving more immediate and pressing problems right outside their own (and many 
other) Front doors. Such people often say they want to relieve humanity of the burdens 
of biological existence but they could be doing that right now in other ways that didn’t 
need to involve science fiction daydreams and technological utopias. In this, Rothblatt 
seems a classic example of the type in that all problems seem to her to be in need of 
technological solutions and any arguments about equality, justice or general human 
betterment are reduced to personal choices to accept or reject such solutions. 
Rothblatt’s understanding of humanity itself, in Fact, seems indistinguishable From the 
notion that it is our destiny to Fully integrate our technological abilities with it. It is 
technology, in Rothblatt’s argument, which in fact makes human social relations to date 
in her imagined Future obsolete for technology is bound to render biological differences 
obsolete one day and the reproductive Functions which, traditionally, have distinguished 


men from women until now will then become just another historical curiosity. Thus: 


“Professor Sylvia Law, a noted legal scholar, recently argued that ‘a core feminist claim is 
that women and men should be treated as individuals, not as members of a sexually 
determined class.’ This is also a theme that Supreme Court justice Ruth Bader Ginsburg 
emphasized in her lawsuits as a women’s rights advocate: ‘Nurturing children in my ideal 
world would not be a woman’s priority, it would be a human priority.’ This new feminism 
rejects sex-based differences among people as wholly irrelevant to any socioeconomic 
purpose. As Simone de Beauvoir noted some four decades ago: ‘One is not born, but rather 


becomes, a woman.’ 


It is but a short step from the new feminist thinking to our thesis. If sex-based differences 


are irrelevant, then what is the point of saying one is either male or female? While there is 
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often a medical reality to sex-based differences, this does not justify a carry over of sex 
typing to the social, economic, and legal spheres of life. There are innumerable medical 
differences among people, such as diabetes or propensity to heart disease, but this does not 


justify the creation of a legal straightjacket of difference about such medical conditions. 


The feminist insistence upon seeing individuals as individuals, regardless of sexual biology, 
can now be carried to its next logical step: individuals are individuals, not sex types. 
Labeling people as male or female, upon birth, exalts biology over sociology. Instead the 
new feminist principles inspire us to permit all people to self-identify their sexual status 
along a broad continuum of possibilities and to create such cultures of gender as human 


ingenuity may develop. 


The bimodal segregation of people into men and women has oppressed women from the 
time of the ancients. As Margaret Mead observed in her 1949 treatise Male and Female, the 
effect of creating artificial expectations for each sex is to ‘limit the humanity of the other 
sex.’ As we gradually free ourselves from stamping newborn babies as one sex or the other, 
gender expectations will become self-defining and the full cultural liberation of all people 


can occur at last.” 


The problem with all this is that it is a political ideal, yes, but it is not grounded in any 
political reality except the capitalist dreams of a millionaire who can presumably click 
her Fingers and actions are set in motion. That is to say, it is merely an extension of the 
capitalist-authoritarian (consumerist) nightmare. That this is Rothblatt’s mentality is 
clear when she introduces transgenderism in her book as the ability to change sex “at 


will” during one’s life. There is no mention here of the decades long medicalisation of 
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transgender people as those with a particular medical condition in need of a cure. There 
is little mention of it as a Form of legitimate biological existence in its own right. Here it 
is more obviously and simply a consumer choice which capitalism will provide (if you can 
pay for it - but Rothblatt leaves that bit out since, as someone rolling in money, its not a 
problem she ever has to think about unlike so many others). Rothblatt talks about an 
“apartheid of sex” (the original title of her book, of course) but she never mentions an 
apartheid of wealth, an apartheid of freedoms or an apartheid of political opportunities. 
Having set up a political problem, the reality of genders (and their related sexualities) in 
real life, her answer is “buy yourself what you want to become”, a politically non- 


transformative solution firmly based in the politico-economic oppressions of today. 


It comes to seem, as it does with many transhumanists in my experience, very narcissistic 
— and the social benefits of transhumanism, Rothblatt’s context here for transgenderism, 
always seem tagged on. In short, the motivation For these ideas is never social, economic 
and political (or socially, economically and politically transformative) but, First of all, 
always personal and about personally imagined gain. But in a political world you 
normally have to show some social benefit so that your ideas can find traction. 
Transhumanism, it seems to me, has always struggled with that for it ignores present 
problems in preference for future privileged dreams. The inauthentic arguments for 
more social equality such people provide (and Rothblatt no less here) seem detached 
From, and unconcerned with, present political and economic realities and more oriented 
towards personal desires and pseudo-religious ideas such as “immortality”. Its all well 
and good espousing a libertarian theory of personal worth and Free choice in which we 
all become what Rothblatt calls “Persona Creatus”, but its no politics for the co- 


existence of intelligent human life on earth. 
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| Firmly suspect that, in that, the idea that “The mind is the substance of humanity. Mind 
is deeper than matter” is the expression of a person who never has to worry about the 
oppression of bodies that matter in the real world of politics and economics that is 
constantly occurring and recurring every single day. One does not need, or to become, a 
computer to be free. And one may also have the legitimate wish to be free of computers. 
This has absolutely nothing to do with “form” and absolutely everything to do with how, 
or if, intelligent beings may organise themselves as a diversity of Forms. About this 
Martine Rothblatt (or, it seems, any other transhumanist) has absolutely nothing to say 


since all they ever see politically is an extension of their privileged status quo. 


5) One of two transgender women Martine Rothblatt acknowledges as particular trans 
inspirations in the preamble to her book is the now deceased butch lesbian transgender 
activist and author, Leslie Feinberg. It is ironic (but completely understandable) that 
Rothblatt would find her such an inspiration because, in her work (and life), a much more 
politically interested and integrated picture emerges that is Fully cognisant of, and 
interactive with, the social and political conditions in which not just gay and trans people 
must live but in which all of us must live. This is not least because Feinberg also regarded 
herself as a communist and this interest automatically politicises her thought about 
social matters such that she realises that the problems, and their solutions, must be 
relational and systematic. In this part of my chapter | consequently want to focus on 
Feinberg and more especially on her book from 1996, Transgender Warriors: Making 
History from Joan of Arc to Dennis Rodman, which is a semi-autobiographical account of 
Feinberg’s search for a trans history such that people such as herself can imagine that 
trans people in fact have a history and are not just contextless beings cast into a hostile 


and alien landscape. Feinberg indeed finds this history in Transgender Warriors (and so 
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much more of it than you would imagine) and she then sets this revealed history in the 
political context of the mid-1990s and the struggle for rights For all kinds of minority 


sexual and gender communities. 


As said, most of Transgender Warriors is Feinberg’s own creation of a trans history and it 
is richly informative. | would recommend it to all wanting to read such a history and who 
want to appreciate the broad range of sources From which it is compiled which show that 
gender crossing, either as social play, cultural act or system of relations, is something 
with a broad basis in historical and anthropological Fact. Every time a gender critic, 
conservative commentator or anti-trans Feminist states that trans people have “only just 
recently appeared” they are doing nothing else but spouting their total ignorance of 
human history and culture. In Fact, if Transgender Warriors were just this history it would 
have served an extremely valid purpose just by being so. But it is more than this For, as | 
say, it is also anchored in both Feinberg’s real life (which is Full of political activity and 
consequence) and in contemporary struggles for a more widely and universally 
experienced human freedom. Feinberg’s story in Fact begins here for, as a butch lesbian 
who could often pass as a man, her public identity and public gender assignment seems 


something that was regularly in doubt. Thus, Feinberg’s opening words to her book are: 


“Are you a guy or agirl?’ 


I've heard the question all my life. The answer is not so simple, since there are no pronouns 


in the English language as complex as |am, and! do not want to simplify myself in order to 


neatly fit one or the other. There are millions more like me in the United States alone. 
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We have a history filled with militant hero/ines. Yet therein lies the rub! How can | tell you 
about their battles when the words woman and man, feminine and masculine, are almost 
the only words that exist in the English language to describe all the vicissitudes of bodies 


and styles of expression? 


Living struggles accelerate changes in language. | heard language evolve during the 1960s, 
when | came out into the drag bars of western New York and southern Ontario. At that 
time, the only words used to describe us cut and seared - yelled at us from the window of a 
screeching car, filled with potential bashers. There were no words that we'd go out of our 
way to use that made us feel good about ourselves. When we all first heard the word ‘gay,’ 
some of my friends vehemently opposed the word on the grounds that it made us sound 
happy. ‘No one will ever use “gay”,’ my friends assured me, each offering an alternative 


word, none of which took root. | learned that language can't be ordered individually, as if 


from a Sears catalog. It is forged collectively, in the fiery heat of struggle. 


Right now, much of the sensitive language that was won by the liberation movements in 
the United States during the sixties and seventies is bearing the brunt of a right-wing 
backlash against being ‘politically correct.’ Where | come from, being ‘politically correct’ 
means using language that respects other peoples' oppressions and wounds. This chosen 


language needs to be defended. 


The words | use in this book may become outdated in a very short time, because the 


transgender movement is still young and defining itself. But while the slogans lettered on 


the banners may change quickly, the struggle will rage on. Since | am writing this book as a 
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contribution to the demand for transgender liberation, the language I'm using in this book 


is not aimed at defining but at defending the diverse communities that are coalescing. 


| don't have a personal stake in whether the trans liberation movement results in a new 
third pronoun, or gender-neutral pronouns, like the ones, such as ze (she/he) and hir 
(her/his) being experimented with in cyberspace. It is not the words in and of themselves 
that are important to me - it's our lives. The struggle of trans people over the centuries is 


not his-story or her-story. It is our-story.” 


Immediately here we see the context of community creation. Feinberg describes it as 
“coalescing” which | like because it smacks of self-organisation. Feinberg goes on to 
relate this to the word “transgender” itself and locates its origin in the late 80s with 
Virginia Prince who coined the term “transgenderist” to indicate someone who “transes” 
(i.e. crosses) the gender barrier. This is Further described as “meaning somebody who 
lives Full time in the gender opposite to their anatomy.” (Perhaps here, then, we see the 
difference in self-understanding between transsexual and transgender in that one may 
be thought to cross a sex barrier whilst the other crosses a gender barrier. This may or 
may not then equate with those wishing to surgically alter their bodies and those not 
but we must always remember that in the decades since this the lines have become even 
more blurred such that the only truth which should remain is that bodily autonomy is all 
and how people people wish to negotiate and understand the body/gender/sexuality 
complex is a matter, first of all, for them.) Feinberg sites all this in a political complex of 
relations in which authoritative medics “assign” gender at birth as an authoritative act of 
labelling which will (and is meant to) Follow the person so assigned for the rest of their 


lives but she goes on to state that, “All together, our many communities challenge all sex 
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and gender borders and restrictions. The glue that cements these diverse communities 


together is the defense of the right of each individual to define themselves.” 


Throughout her book Feinberg wants to use a wide definition of “transgender”. She uses 
it as a uniting term for all those who cross or blur gender boundaries and sees doing 
such a thing as an authentic act of human freedom, one which she imagines should be a 
natural part of a system of human relationships. Thus, it is appropriate that she 
describes her book as “a fresh look at sex and gender in history and the 
interrelationships of class, nationality, race, and sexuality.” Feinberg does not wish to 
have tunnel vision about “trans” as if such a vision were in any way representative of 
either human beings or their social and political circumstances. Human relationships, 
quite naturally, occur along many vectors of influence and in multiple contexts at any 
one time. They cannot, and should not, ever be reduced to singular contexts if one wants 
to remain true to a multi-contextual (and, as many now call it, intersectional) reality. As a 
result, Feinberg produces a consciously multi-cultural book —- and sets out to do so —- 
without ever suggesting that all peoples at all times and in all places had “transgender” 
people as if this were their own specific self-understanding. As | have myself been at 
pains to point out, “trans”, in a specific sense, is a modern Western (even now largely 
Americanised) phenomenon, the term emerging from a particular complex of political 
circumstances beginning with the rise of nineteenth century Western sexology. Much 
like “homosexual”, it is not applicable in its specifics in a general way as if people 
everywhere have experienced similar phenomena (and the human relations so 
described) in the same way. (It is hoped my book goes at least some way to showing that 
people in other times and places understood themselves, and their relations, in 


completely other ways, in fact.) But the term “transgender” or now “trans” (which 
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Feinberg herself considered using instead) can also be used in a general sense to 
indicate a general description of certain relations and self-understandings which cross 
boundaries and form new relations. This is what Feinberg does here in what is an 
obviously political act - described in her book acknowledgements as “the struggle to end 
all oppression” and so to be understood as a struggle to create new, non-oppressive 


human relationships. 


That Feinberg’s book — and that all questions of gender/sexuality — are really about the 
organisation of human relationships is demonstrated in the earlier paragraphs of her 
First chapter. This is not necessarily so much because of the words but because of the 
documentary photos she includes. Here we have a shot of a police van in New York City 
in 1939 Full of what I’m sure the police called “men in dresses”. Then there is the 1951 
photo of a black person equally dressed in women’s clothes who is about to be tried For 
Failure to report to the draft board For induction into the US military. To the right of this 
photo is another in which a black and white couple, again both in women’s clothing, have 
been arrested for going to the movies together. They were apparently reported by an 
overzealous cinema manager who was for some reason outraged by his clientele. Here 
we have examples of civil authorities interfering in the benign choices and relationships 
of human beings, wishing to gerrymander how people could and should relate. As a 
consequence, they set terms for how any and all of us can and should relate: they 


determine human relationships by force. And this is, of course, the issue. 


Part of Feinberg’s motivation in writing her book is a personal search to understand or 
Find out if transgender people have always been hated. This, naturally enough, comes 


From her own experience of hate (not least in the highly volatile 60s and 70s either side 
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of the Stonewall rebellion in New York in June 1969) and her own actions to mitigate 
that (she had breast-reduction surgery and took male hormones at one point, spouting a 
Full and very “disguising” beard as a result. In a photo in the book of the author in 1973 it 
is impossible not to see “a man” which is a point of difference in regard to the more 
androgynous figure Feinberg cuts as the bald and clean-faced author of Transgender 
Warriors in the mid-1990s). OF course, she discovers that the answer to her question is 
“Absolutely not” and, in fact, the “hate” seems rather to be a historical and cultural 
phenomenon all of its own with its own historical and cultural contexts. This is another 
way in which the book combines both a personal story with its own history (Feinberg’s) 
with a more general appraisal of human relations (for different peoples at different 
times and in different places simply just do define their own relations in their own ways 
according to their own values and beliefs). As such, the text meets Feinberg’s desire of it 
that it be an interpretational matrix of history, theory and personal testimony which, 
being joined together, can be fashioned as a powerful weapon in the cause of new 


human relations. 


A major point here, already alluded to, is that “trans” is Far from something that has “just 
appeared” at a particular moment in the cultural West, a comment often Found on the 
lips of the anti-trans partisan or the simply ignorant. Thus, Feinberg says, justifying her 


historical and cross-cultural catalogue of transgender cases, that: 


“I'm not arguing that all of these examples from diverse cultures are identical to modern 
Western trans identities. Nor am | trying to unravel the matrix of attitudes and beliefs 
around trans expression in these societies. The importance for me is the depth and breadth 


of evidence underscoring that gender and sex diversity are global in character, and that 
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trans people were once revered, not reviled. How else (for example) could a trans person be 
a sacred shaman? In communal societies, where respect could not be bought or sold or 


stolen, being ashaman, or medicine person, was a position of honor.” 


In general terms, Feinberg’s theory of discrimination against broadly cross-gender 
people in the West is a theory socially entwined with a parallel political discrimination 
involved in the move from “communal” social relationships to privatised ones based on 
acquisition and private possession which create an economic and political inequality and 
a consequently reified elite who determine and exploit the lives of a mass of oppressed 
and exploited poor. Sometimes these phenomena can even become literally entwined as 
in the case of cross-gender social outlaws such as “Rebecca and her daughters”. OF these 


nineteenth century Welsh social outlaws Feinberg says: 


“At dusk on May 13, 1839, a call of horns, drums, and gunfire could be heard across the 
western Welsh countryside. The turnpike gatekeeper, accustomed to insults from farmers 
who had to pay tolls to use the roads, may have thought little of the sounds. But if the 
gatekeeper assumed it was simply revelers, he was wrong. Armed male peasants, dressed as 
women, thundered up on horseback, waving pitchforks, axes, scythes, and guns. As they 
stormed the gate their leader roared: ‘Hurrah for free laws! Toll gates free to coal pits and 
lime kilns!’ These demands were punctuated by a cacophony of music, shouts, and shotgun 
blasts. The rebel troops smashed the toll barriers and rode away victorious. They called 


themselves ‘Rebecca and her daughters.’ 


During the next four years many Rebeccas, leading thousands of their cross-dressed 


daughters from diverse parts of Wales, led local constables and British troops on a merry 
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chase as they destroyed the turnpike toll barriers that were bleeding the poor even poorer. 
Farmers frequently could not afford to travel to get supplies or sell at the markets because 
the labyrinth of roads was privately owned by individuals who charged steep tolls at every 
interval. ‘Rebecca and her daughters’ received widespread popular support, which reflected 
the ‘growing solidarity, resolve, and openness of the disaffected population.” 
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Feinberg calls these “cross-gender warriors” “because these activists didn't just cross- 
dress, they also adopted the names, identities, and Familial relationships of another sex. 
The male-to-female leaders went to the trouble to curl the coifed horsehair wigs on their 
heads. That's cross-gendered behavior.” It is hardly isolated behaviour either, as Feinberg 
shows, and there is, for example, a rich vein of European history more generally in which 
both cross-dressing and cross-gender behaviour finds cultural expression, not least in 
various different types of carnival (and, in Fact, drama more generally where men playing 
women and women playing men is anything but unusual. In the UK the annual 
pantomime season is still going which is entirely based on this idea). At the very least 
this shows both that the ideas involved are anything but anathema but also that they 
find their uses and acceptance on this basis. These, we might note, are also social 


occasions and phenomena in which something of a social and communal understanding 


of the whole group in its relationships is being played with and so mediated. 


But this brings us, once again, to the subject of “passing” where, in regular social 
relations, this is “what makes gender real” as we have discussed several times before 
now. (I note here that in the annual pantomimes put on in the UK, all over the country, 


every year, no one seems to have a problem inhabiting the fiction of cross-gender 
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performance and that entering into a knowing fiction is all it actually takes to do so 


without causing political mayhem.) In her analysis of this, Feinberg writes of herself: 


“I have lived as a man because | could not survive openly as a transgendered person. Yes, | 
am oppressed in this society, but | am not merely a product of oppression. That is a phrase 
that renders all our trans identities meaningless. Passing means having to hide your identity 
in fear, in order to live. Being forced to pass is a recent historical development. It is passing 


that is a product of oppression.” 


In this paragraph several points are hidden. One is that neither Feinberg herself, nor 
other trans people through history and culture, have always and automatically had to 
“pass” for this is not always and everywhere a subject of social concern. Where it is, in 
other words, its For specific reasons of history and culture. Second is that a trans person 
is not merely (or only) a product of the oppression of others, a result of their relations to 
the trans person. Feinberg insists that “trans” is an identity in its own right, an identity 
people may choose to inhabit For themselves, and so both an aspect of social relations 
that is self-organised and that part of such a relation which is dependent on a human 
being’s own agency and autonomy (their ability and freedom to Self-ID). Third, Feinberg 
argues that “passing” is exactly the key issue in all of this For if someone is forced, or not 
Forced, to pass then this is indicative of the social relations in place. It is, thus, then a 
marker of the personal and social Freedom that a given society does or does not allow in 


the matter of gender/sex. 


Yet, as Feinberg points out, riffing on ideas espoused about another social struggle by 


the abolitionist Frederick Douglass, a personal inspiration of hers: 
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“we as trans people can't liberate ourselves alone. No oppressed peoples can. So how and 
why will others come to our defense? And whom shall we, as trans people, fight to defend? 
A few years before he died, Douglass told the International Council of Women, ‘When | ran 
away from slavery, it was for myself; when I advocated emancipation, it was for my people; 
but when | stood up for the rights of women, self was out of the question, and | found a 
little nobility in the act.’ 1 believe this is the only nobility to which we should aspire - that is, 
to be the best fighters against each other's oppression, and in doing so, build links of 
solidarity and trust that will forge an invincible movement against all forms of injustice and 
inequality. If you are not transsexual, transgender, or intersexual, if you're not a cross- 
dresser, bigender, or drag queen or king, then perhaps you already understand that 
defending our right to be who we are is inextricably tied to your own right to explore and 


define who you are. Each individual has a stake in trans liberation.” 


This, then, is not, and has never been, a fight of and for the cross-gendered alone. 
LGBTQ+ protests and rallies do not take place to espouse the rights of specific and 
singular communities alone. They are about and for everyone because if someone, 
anyone, any institution acting with and on the authority of force, can take away a trans 
person's freedoms or a gay person's freedoms or a cross-dresser’s Freedoms THEN THEY 
CAN TAKE AWAY YOURS TOO. The point here then is that we, as a social set of relations, 
Fight against the coercion of others because that coercion, IF IT EXISTS, can, with a 
change of opinion or purpose, very quickly become the coercion of us. So its never about 
stereotypical good guys and bad guys either because, more simply, its just about the 
organisation, through relationships, of ALL OF US. Feinberg says that, in her struggle, 
she “Fight(s) For my right to be whole” and the point here, in and through her work in this 


book, is that this is the fight For each of us together IN RELATIONSHIP as well; it is “the- 
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Fight-to-be-whole-while-in-relationship”. And this must be a whole and totalising solution 
For, as Feinberg cautions, “we can never throw enough people overboard to win approval 
from our enemies”. What must be defeated is their mentality, their logic and their 


reason: their intellectual construction of relationships entirely. 


Feinberg conceives a two-fold task here: 


1. “To join the Fight to strip away the discriminatory and oppressive values attached to 


masculinity and Femininity” (which is to redefine gender/sex relations completely). 


2. “To defend gender freedom -— the right of each individual to express their gender in 
any way they choose, whether Feminine, androgynous, masculine, or any point on the 
spectrum between. And that includes the right to gender ambiguity and gender 


contradiction.” 


It should here be noted that these concern social AND personal freedoms and that, 
consequently, both go together. Feinberg seeks a way forward which is about personal 
integrity and authenticity but recognises that this involves not just personal gender 
freedom but necessarily social action in regard to gender/sex’s social understanding 


which creates culture, value and relationship. But she adds that: 


“Ie all comes down to this: Each person has the right to control their own body. If each 
individual doesn't have that right, then who gets to judge and make decisions? Should we 
hand over that power to the church or the state? Should we make these rights subject to a 


poll?’ 
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This is simply to restate what was said before: that the social understanding of gender/ 
sex is Fundamentally about that culture’s understanding of, and valuation of, the body 
and what freedoms people have in regard to it. Is my body and its desire my own, do | 
have agency, autonomy and freedom of association in regard to it, or is it perhaps more 
under the command of others who may coerce it under some social understanding of the 
need for duress? Can our communality, our set of social relationships, accept this? In this 
way we see that social and personal conceptions of these things are Functionally 


indivisible. 


In her final chapter, however, Feinberg emerges at an interesting and, in contemporary 
context as | write this, noteworthy place. Her last chapter essentially asks the current 


nu 
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gender critical “gotcha!” question “What is a woman?”, a question contemporary gender 
critical people seem to imagine is some sort of slam dunk in the faces of trans existence. 
In their minds, of course, a woman is a list of biological things that not even all biological 
women (however you define that) would have for there are women who can’t function in 
particular ways, women with different collections of chromosomes or hormones, women 


with missing or non-functional body parts, etc. The Fundamental point here, one 


Feinberg immediately makes herself, is that: 


“if we define ‘woman’ as a fixed entity, we will draw borders that would need to be policed. 


No matter what definition is used, many women who should be inside will be excluded.” 


Feinberg thus makes the point that there is no “biological” or “material” way to define a 
woman that would actually include all women but that, even if you did do this, all you’ve 


actually mandated, and all you've actually achieved, is a very authoritarian set of police 
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whose task is to say who is and isn’t a woman according to arbitrary and authoritarian 
definition. This is, of course, exactly what the American conservative, Matt Walsh, who 
made a whole film about “What is a woman?” that the gender critical crowd clapped 
along to in 2023, wants to achieve. He wants to institute the policing of women For this is 
his politics, the politics of policing and of police. All he aims to achieve in a political sense 
is the policing of society in general (not least so that he, and others like him, may 
produce that society which satisfies his own authoritarian vision). Those of us who do 
not want to live in Matt Walsh’s gender critical police state, however, must Fight back 
against this and must refuse the mentality of policing he, and they, wish to impose. 
Feinberg, of course, knows this very well. She agrees with the second wave feminist 
verity that “one should not be limited in life or oppressed because of birth biology”. 


Thus, she writes: 


“Transsexual women are not a Trojan horse trying to infiltrate women's space. There have 
always been transsexual women helping to build the women's movement - they are part of 
virtually every large gathering of women. They want to be welcomed into women's space 


for the same reason every woman does - to feel safe. 


And our female-to-male transsexual brothers have a right to feel welcome at women's 
movement events or lesbian bars. However, that shouldn't feed into the misconception that 
all female-to-male transsexuals were butches who just couldn't deal with their oppression 
as lesbians. If that were true, then why does a large percentage of post-transition 
transsexual men identify as gay and bisexual, which may have placed them in a 
heterosexual or bisexual status before their transition? There are transsexual men who did 


help build the women's and lesbian communities, and still have a large base of friends there. 
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They should enjoy the support of women on their journey. Doesn't everyone want their 
friends around them at a time of great change? And women could learn a great deal about 


what it means to be aman or a woman from sharing the lessons of transition. 


If the boundaries around "woman" become trenches, what happens to intersexual people? 
Can we really fix a policy that's so clear about who was born ‘woman’? And there are many 
people, like myself, who were born female but get hassled for not being woman enough. 
We've been accused of exuding ‘male energy.’ Now that's a frighteningly subjective border 


to patrol. Do all women - or should all women - have to share the same ‘energy’? 


If we were going to decide who is a ‘real’ woman, who would we empower to decide, and 
how could the check-points be established? Would we all strip? How could you tell if a 
vagina was not newly constructed? Would we show our birth certificates? How could you 
determine that they hadn't been updated after sex-reassignment? DNA tests? The Olympics 
tried it, but they had so many false results they went back to relying on watching somebody 


pee inacup for the drug test as the ‘sex’ test. 


| understand that it took the tremendous social upheavals of the sixties and seventies to 
even begin to draw the borders of women's oppression. When | was growing up, no one 
even acknowledged that the system was stacked against women. But the women's 
liberation movement laid bare the built-in machinery of oppression in this society that's 
keeping us down. It's not your lipstick that's oppressing me, or your tie, or whether you 
change your sex, or how you express yourself. An economic system oppresses us in this 
society, and keeps us fighting each other, instead of looking at the real source of this 


subjugation. 
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The modern trans movement is not eroding the boundaries of women's oppression. 
Throughout history, whenever new lands and new oceans have been discovered, maps have 
always been re-charted to show their relationship to each other. The modern trans 
liberation movement is redrawing the boundaries to show the depth and breadth of sex and 
gender oppression in this society. It is this common enemy that makes the women's and 


trans communities sister movements for social justice. 


What does it mean to be a woman in this society? How many different paths lead How 
varied are our experiences, and what do we share in common? Isn't this the discussion we 
need to have in order to continue to build a dynamic women's movement? And yet, we can't 
even begin the examination until all those who identify as women are in the movement. It's 
not a definition that's going to create safe space. Definitions have created some pretty 


unsafe space for many of us who w ere born female. 


Let's open the door to everyone who is self-identified as woman, and who wants to be in 
women's space. (Not every woman wants that experience.) Let's keep the door unlocked. 
Together we can plot tactics and strategy for movement-building. And we can set some 


good-sense ground rules for what constitutes unsafe behavior. 


What should the sign on the door of the women's movement read? | think the key to victory 


are these three simple words: "All women welcome." 


But in addition to fighting women's oppression, we need to recognize and defend other sites 
of sex and gender oppression and organize an even larger struggle. The women's and trans 


liberation movements are comprised of overlapping populations and goals. Perhaps the 
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unity of our two huge movements for justice will birth a new movement that incorporates 
the struggles against all forms of sex and gender oppression. The combined power of 
women, trans people, and all of our allies could give rise to a powerful Sex and Gender 


Liberation movement!" 


This is an inspiring message of cooperation across communities and more narrowly 
Focused interest groups (into which people in the modern West are often prone to 
break, far From always to their own benefit). We may note here some biblical wisdom 
that “a threefold cord is not quickly broken” — meaning that, to mix metaphors, having 
more than one string to your bow is of benefit. In this case, Feinberg’s wisdom is what 
we have already seen before: that the Fight is not for narrowly oppressed communities 
alone but for all human beings - For IF a government or institution or coercive social force 
(such as police, courts or prisons) can oppress ANYBODY then a government or 
institution or coercive social force can oppress EVERYBODY. And so that is why we 
should defend ANY AND ALL people who are oppressed because, with a change of 
opinion or purpose, their oppression is our oppression. The aim must then be a political 
set of relationships in which it is as impossible as it can be to oppress anybody at all. So it 
is also a Fight about the agency, autonomy and free association of everybody as well and 
not merely about “rights” (although more on this shortly) because it is about a freedom 
of social activity and so relationships and not merely about how we be allowed to exist in 
public and private spaces at the whim of some imagined power. In this context, of 
course, and in the context of oppressive and exploitative capitalist authoritarianism, it is 
in the interests of the powerful to divide and rule — and so sectional interests can be, and 
are, used as tools to do so, playing one narrowly described community against another. 


OF this, Feinberg says: 
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“At a time when there is no real economic safety net for most working people and our 
standard of living is under attack, is it any wonder that we are witnessing well-coordinated 
state-by-state ballot campaigns to strip lesbians, gays, bisexuals, and trans people of any 
recourse against discrimination by characterizing our progressive civil rights legislation as 


"special rights"? 


And is it any surprise that the same well-funded movers-and-shakers of these "family 
values" hate crusades are frequently in the same ranks as those who are violently attacking 


women's right to reproductive freedom, and are trying to scapegoat immigrants?” 


It is even more the case nearly thirty years after Feinberg wrote her book that 
populations are now more deliberately, ceaselessly and mercilessly propagandised and 
(Frankly) terrorised by capitalist divide and rule tactics than they have ever been before. 
It is now in Fact so normalised that one now imagines all but the most politically self- 
aware are completely blind to the Fact that they are being manipulated constantly 
through media they receive all of their information from. What matters here is a sense of 
self (and of self-actualisation) Feinberg makes part of what she wants to fight For but 
also a social understanding of ourselves as a set of relationships which is more properly 
in the hands of an exploitative capitalist elite. Feinberg knows, as do | (but I’m not sure 
Rothblatt does), that both things must be fought for and not just one. Sex and politics 
are here, thus, in perfect sync and we might even say that the sex is the politics. But this 
is a social “freedom to difference” rather than a kind of difference that separates or 
defines as if the difference was absolute and so socially disjunctive. It is, instead, a 
“difference-in-relationship” or a difference-in-common” that speaks of similarity or 


relationship even while it speaks of, and to, the difference. It is a difference which speaks 
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of human variety without the “variety” dissipating the “human”. Politically, Feinberg 
expresses this as a political solidarity, in a context of divide and rule, that sees through 
this heinous tactic and refuses to simply “look after me and those like me”, realising that 
we must defend all people from discrimination for, if we do not, then WE ARE 
DEFENDING NO ONE FROM DISCRIMINATION. Defend EVERYONE From discrimination or 


defend no one: these are the choices. Cooperation and solidarity and is the key. 


Leslie Feinberg ends her text with a couple of appendices. The first of these, a listing of 
the International Bill of Gender Rights, which is more a set of values and principles to live 
by (i.e. is an attempt to codify an ethics) worked on by the International Conference on 
Transgender Law and Employment Policy (a mid-90s grouping) than it is an actual legal 
document with any legislative force, is interesting in that it attempts to lay out not a 
partisan set of rights for a partisan group of people (compare gender critics always 
going on about “sex-based rights” which can only ever be rights some have but others 
don’t) but a set of gender neutral rights that can apply to all people everywhere. Now, of 
course, in this | am not suggesting that | support the notion of “rights” in any way. 
Speaking frankly, | think “rights” rather useless fictions which speak more to the 
institution of the human powers that are meant to authorise and police them than to 
anything else; and since | don’t believe in human powers or police | have no use for 
“rights”. In addition, | think that even the notion of “rights” is a disempowering one since 
it assumes that, in order to be able to do something or live in a certain way or relation, 
one needs the permission or sanction of others. This is not a principle, as a free spirit 
plugged into the historical realities of anarchism, | wish to consent to or an idea | think 
anyone should consent to since it denies the agency, autonomy and Free association on 


which any liberty born of anarchy is based. Nevertheless, as principles or the setting out 
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of a kind of ethics, | believe such “rights” (better “articles” or “Freedoms”) have at least 
some educative or intellectual value and so, if For no other reason, | Finish my discussion 


of Feinberg’s work here by reproducing them for the reader’s consideration: 


THE RIGHT TO DEFINE GENDER IDENTITY 


All human beings carry within themselves an ever-unfolding idea of who they are and 
what they are capable of achieving. The individual's sense of self is not determined by 
chromosomal sex, genitalia, assigned birth sex, or initial gender role. Thus, the 
individual's identity and capabilities cannot be circumscribed by what society deems to 
be masculine or Feminine behavior. It is Fundamental that individuals have the right to 
define, and to redefine as their lives unfold, their own gender identities, without regard 


to chromosomal sex, genitalia, assigned birth sex, or initial gender role. 


Therefore, all human beings have the right to define their own gender identity 
regardless of chromosomal sex, genitalia, assigned birth sex, or initial gender role; and 
Further, no individual shall be denied Human or Civil Rights by virtue of a self-defined 
gender identity which is not in accord with chromosomal sex, genitalia, assigned birth 


sex, or initial gender role. 


THE RIGHT TO FREE EXPRESSION OF GENDER IDENTITY 


Given the right to define one's own gender identity, all human beings have the 


corresponding right to free expression of their self-defined gender identity. 
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Therefore, all human beings have the right to free expression of their self-defined 
gender identity; and further, no individual shall be denied Human or Civil Rights by virtue 


of the expression of a self-defined gender identity. 


THE RIGHT TO SECURE AND RETAIN EMPLOYMENT AND TO RECEIVE JUST 


COMPENSATION 


Given the economic structure of modern society. all human beings have a right to train 
for and to pursue an occupation or profession as a means of providing shelter, 
sustenance, and the necessities and bounty of life, for themselves and for those 
dependent upon them, to secure and retain employment, and to receive just 
compensation for their labor regardless of gender identity, chromosomal sex, genitalia, 


assigned birth sex, or initial gender role. 


Therefore, individuals shall not be denied the right to train for and to pursue an 
occupation or profession, nor be denied the right to secure and retain employment, nor 
be denied just compensation for their labor, by virtue of their chromosomal sex, 
genitalia, assigned birth sex, or initial gender role, or on the basis of a self-defined 


gender identity or the expression thereof. 


THE RIGHT OF ACCESS TO GENDERED SPACE AND PARTICIPATION IN GENDERED 


ACTIVITY 


Given the right to define one's own gender identity and the corresponding right to free 


expression of a self-defined gender identity, no individual should be denied access to a 
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space or denied participation in an activity by virtue of a self-defined gender identity 
which is not in accord with chromosomal sex, genitalia, assigned birth sex, or initial 


gender role. 


Therefore, no individual shall be denied access to a space or denied participation in an 
activity by virtue of a self-defined gender identity which is not in accord with 


chromosomal sex, genitalia, assigned birth sex, or initial gender role. 


THE RIGHT TO CONTROL AND CHANGE ONE'S OWN BODY 


All human beings have the right to control their bodies, which includes the right to 
change their bodies cosmetically, chemically, or surgically, so as to express a self-defined 


gender identity. 


Therefore, individuals shall not be denied the right to change their bodies as a means of 
expressing a self-defined gender identity; and further, individuals shall not be denied 
Human or Civil Rights on the basis that they have changed their bodies cosmetically, 
chemically, or surgically, or desire to do so as a means of expressing a self-defined 


gender identity. 


THE RIGHT TO COMPETENT MEDICAL AND PROFESSIONAL CARE 


Given the individual's right to one's own gender identity, and the right to change one's 


own body as a means of expressing a self-defined gender identity, no individual should 
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be denied access to competent medical or other professional care on the basis of the 


individual's chromosomal sex, genitalia, assigned birth sex, or initial gender role. 


Therefore, individuals shall not be denied the right to competent medical or other 
professional care when changing their bodies cosmetically, chemically, or surgically, on 


the basis of chromosomal sex, genitalia, assigned birth sex, or initial gender role. 


THE RIGHT TO FREEDOM FROM PSYCHIATRIC DIAGNOSIS OR TREATMENT 


Given the right to define one's own gender identity, individuals should not be subject to 


psychiatric diagnosis or treatment solely on the basis of their gender identity or role. 


Therefore, individuals shall not be subject to psychiatric diagnosis or treatment as 
mentally disordered or diseased solely on the basis of a self-defined gender identity or 


the expression thereof. 


THE RIGHT TO SEXUAL EXPRESSION 


Given the right to a self-defined gender identity, every consenting adult has a 


corresponding right to free sexual expression. 


Therefore, no individual's Human or Civil Rights shall be denied on the basis of sexual 
orientation; and further, no individual shall be denied Human or Civil Rights for 
expression of a self-defined gender identity through sexual acts between consenting 


adults. 
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THE RIGHT TO FORM COMMITTED, LOVING RELATIONSHIPS AND ENTER INTO MARITAL 


CONTRACTS 


Given that all human beings have the right to free expression of self-defined gender 
identities, and the right to sexual expression as a form of gender expression, all human 
beings have a corresponding right to form committed, loving relationships with one 
another, and to enter into marital contracts, regardless of their own or their partner's 


chromosomal sex, genitalia, assigned birth sex, or initial gender role. 


Therefore, individuals shall not be denied the right to form committed, loving 
relationships with one another or to enter into marital contracts by virtue of their own or 
their partner s chromosomal sex, genitalia, assigned birth sex, or initial gender role or on 


the basis of their expression of a self-defined gender identity. 


THE RIGHT TO CONCEIVE, BEAR, OR ADOPT CHILDREN. THE RIGHT TO NURTURE AND 


HAVE CUSTODY OF CHILDREN AND TO EXERCISE PARENTAL CAPACITY 


Given the right to form a committed, loving relationship with another, and to enter into 
marital contracts, together with the right to express a self-defined gender identity and 
the right to sexual expression, individuals have a corresponding right to conceive and 
bear children, to adopt children, to nurture children, to have custody of children, and to 
exercise parental capacity with respect to children, natural or adopted, without regard 
to chromosomal sex, genitalia, assigned birth sex, or initial gender role, or by virtue of a 


self-defined gender identity or the expression thereof. 
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Therefore, individuals shall not be denied the right to conceive, bear, or adopt children, 
nor to nurture and have custody of children, nor to exercise parental capacity with 
respect to children, natural or adopted, on the basis of their own, their partner's, or their 
children 's chromosomal sex, genitalia, assigned birth sex, or initial gender role, or by 


virtue of a self-defined gender identity or the expression thereof. 


6) One of the things | got to thinking about in reading Leslie Feinberg’s excellent book, a 
book which combines gender and sexuality issues with a need for a political solution to 
continued social existence, was matriarchy. But here we immediately come upon a 
problem: for what is matriarchy? Here an immediate mistake is to imagine that it is about 
societies in which women have the power, an upside down or reverse patriarchy. But if 
that was a matriarchy then matriarchy would not be anything different to patriarchy; it 
would, in Fact, simply be patriarchy with a female face. Thus, | go along with those 
scholars and activists (and in the next sections of this chapter | will discuss the ideas of 
examples of both) who argue that matriarchy must mean something other than 
“patriarchy with a Female Face”. It must mean a different organisation of society other 


than that based on power, control, acquisition, possession, violence and war (patriarchy). 


An example of this is the Kurdish political activist and Turkish political prisoner, Abdullah 
Ocalan, former leader of the Kurdish PKK, who, in his concise 2013 book Liberating Life: 
Woman's Revolution, tells a broad story of the domestication and subjection of women 
For the last 5,000 years who must, of necessity, once again achieve their emancipation if 
the now thoroughly male-dominated social and political relations of the world and its 
capitalist civilisation are to be redirected From their disastrous, destructive, acquisitive 


and controlling course. Ocalan takes the view that, once upon a time and not really that 
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long ago, human communality was not based on war, acquisition or control, was not 
about creating surpluses which were meant to generate profit and so inequality, and 
was not about the domination of others by means of race, gender and class. Instead, 
communalities organised and based around the nurturing lives of women were more the 
norm and life was not based on an ideology of competition in which there was a 
requirement to do down your neighbour. People, in general and the world over, simply 
took care of their own family, clan or tribal needs (these simply being groups of more or 
less naturally related, and so naturally limited, associates) and, due to the fact that the 
earth’s natural resources were more than enough to cater for the then relatively tiny 
populations of human beings, there was simply no need to fight anyone since everything 
one needed to live was, as it were, ready to hand in relative abundance. As Ocalan 


himself puts this in his foreword: 


“The 5000-year-old history of civilisation is essentially the history of the enslavement of 
woman. Consequently, woman's freedom will only be achieved by waging a struggle against 


the foundations of this ruling system.” 


Ocalan basically conceives here that the history of “mainstream civilisation” (a term that 
most likely describes a reference to human society in the Middle East, up through the 
centuries of Greek, Roman and Byzantine rule, and on to the hegemony of Western 
Europe and the United States, now under the twins banners of economic capitalism and 
political domination) is a history of “an ever-increasing slavery”. But Ocalan conceives of 


three strings to the bow of slavery here: 


1. An ideological slavery (through the creation of mythologies and “gods”) 


592 


2. A slavery resultant on the turn to violence and force (which compels obedience) 


3. Aslavery due to seizure of the economy (creating dependence) 


These slaveries, which would make interesting subjects of dialogue with the three 
freedoms anthropologist David Graeber and archaeologist David Wengrow say our 
societies now lack due to the direction of travel of civilisation in their book The Dawn of 
Everything: A New History of Humanity (the freedom to move away, the freedom to 
disobey authority and the freedom to create new forms of culture), are Further 
described by Ocalan as civilisational (and, in Ocalan’s terms, masculine) desires to control 
the mind, to politically administrate and manage human society and to force its 
populations to work for their survival (and, implicitly, others’ profit by means of the 
production only mass populations can provide). These, as can be seen, are all matters of 
coercion which a people who had genuine freedom would naturally frustrate. Ocalan 
symbolises this threefold slavery in the symbol of ziggurats, built by the Sumerians in 
ancient times and which encompassed areas for all three of these activities, but goes on 
to explain how women’s slavery and slavery in general become entwined in the 


controlling mentality of male dominance: 


“Without depriving society of its freedom and ensuring that it can be managed like a herd, 
central civilisation cannot sustain or preserve itself, because of the nature of the system 
according to which it functions. This is done by creating even more capital and instruments 
of power, causing an ever-increasing poverty and herd-like mentality. The reason why the 


issue of freedom is the key question in every age, lies in the nature of the system itself. 
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The history of the loss of freedom is at the same time the history of how woman lost her 
position and vanished from history. It is the history of how the dominant male, with all his 
gods and servants, rulers and subordinates, his economy, science and arts, obtained power. 
Woman's downfall and loss is thus the downfall and loss of the whole of society, with the 
resultant sexist society. The sexist male is so keen on constructing his social dominance over 


woman that he turns any contact with her into a show of dominance. 


The depth of woman’‘s enslavement and the intentional masking of this fact is thus closely 
linked to the rise within a society of hierarchical and statist power. As women are 
habituated to slavery, hierarchies (from the Greek word iepapxia or hierarkhia, “rule by the 
high priest”) are established: the path to the enslavement of the other sections of the 
society is paved. The enslavement of men comes after the enslavement of women. Gender 
enslavement is different in some ways to class and nation enslavement. Its legitimisation is 
attained through refined and intense repression combined with lies that play on emotions. 
Woman's biological difference is used as justification for her enslavement. All the work she 
does is taken for granted and called unworthy “woman's work”. Her presence in the public 
sphere is claimed to be prohibited by religion, morally shameful; progressively, she is 
secluded from all important social activities. As the dominant power of the political, social 
and economic activities are taken over by the men, the weakness of the women becomes 


even more institutionalised. Thus, the idea of a “weak sex” becomes a shared belief. 


In fact, society treats woman not merely as a biologically separate sex but almost as a 


separate race, nation or class — the most oppressed race, nation or class: no race, class or 


nation is subjected to such systematic slavery as housewifisation... 
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If we want to construe true meaning to terms such as equality, freedom, democracy and 
socialism that we so often use, we need to analyse and shatter the ancient web of relations 
that has been woven around women. There is no other way of attaining true equality (with 


due allowance for diversity), freedom, democracy and morality.” 


We can see here that Ocalan fully integrates the oppression of women in human 
relations with the construct of political and economic human relations as a whole in a 
complete way. The one problem is also the other problem. The solution to one must also 
be and include the solution to the other. The one cannot be solved unless the other is 
too. The problem of gender/sex is also the problem of politics in a general way. Here it is 
the case that Ocalan is one of those who imagines “matriarchy” in a different way to 
“patriarchy” (i.e. not in terms of who has power but as an alternative to imagining the 
organisation of society as a matter of who has power) and he has a primitive mythology 


describing this: 


“During the Neolithic period a complete communal social order, so called ‘primitive 
socialism’, was created around woman. This social order saw none of the enforcement 
practices of the state order; yet it existed for thousands of years. It is this long-lasting order 
that shaped humanity's collective social consciousness; and it is our endless yearning to 
regain and immortalise this social order of equality and freedom that led to our construct of 


paradise. 


Primitive socialism, characterised by equality and freedom, was viable because the social 
morality of the matriarchal order did not allow ownership, which is the main factor behind 


the widening of the social divisions. Division of labour between the sexes, the other issue 
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related to this divide, was not yet based on ownership and power relations. Private 
relationships inside the group had not yet developed. Food that had been gathered or 
hunted belonged to all. The children belonged to the clan. No man or woman was the 
private property of any one person. In all these matters, the community, which was still 
small and did not have a huge production capacity, had a solid common ideological and 
material culture. The fundamental principles sustaining society were sharing and solidarity 


-— ownership and force, as life threatening dangers, would have disrupted this culture... 


Communality is the foundation on which hierarchy and state power are built. Originally, the 
term hierarchy referred to government by the priests, the authority of the wise elders. 
Initially, it had a positive function. We may perhaps even view the beneficial hierarchy in a 
natural society as the prototype of democracy. The mother-woman and the wise elders 
ensured communal security and the governance of the society; they were necessary and 
useful, fundamental elements in a society that was not based on accumulation and 
ownership. Society voluntarily awarded them respect. But when voluntary dependence is 
transformed into authority, usefulness into self-interest, it always gives way to an uncalled 
for instrument of force. The instrument of force disguises itself behind common security and 
collective production. This constitutes the core of all exploitative and oppressive systems. It 
is the most sinister creation ever invented; the creation that brought fourth all forms of 


slavery, all forms of mythology and religion, all systematic annihilation and plunder... 


In the social ages preceding civilisation, the organised force of the ‘strong man’ existed for 
the sole purposes of trapping animals and defence against outside danger. It is this 
organised force that coveted the family-clan unit that the woman had established as a 


product of her emotional labour. The take-over of the family-clan constituted the first 
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serious organisation of violence. What were usurped in the process, were woman herself, 
her children and kin, and all their material and moral cultural accumulation. It was the 
plunder of the initial economy, the home economy. The organised force of proto-priest 
(shaman), experienced elder and strong man allied to compose the initial and longest 
enduring patriarchal hierarchic power, that of holy governance. This can be seen in all 
societies that are at a similar stage: until the class, city and state stage, this hierarchy is 


dominant in social and economic life.” 


It is, thus, Ocalan’s assertion that a more egalitarian, less acquisitive, society that had as 
a goal merely to provide for itself was naturally much more peaceful as a result. There 
was simply no need for war, no requirement to take what someone else had and no 
desire to be in competition with anyone. “Gathering and later cultivation,” he adds, “the 
pre-dominant elements of the mother-woman culture, are peaceful activities that do not 
require warfare.” However, if such societies should somehow become masculinised, 
patriarchal, cults of some deity or adherents of some necessarily partisan religion 
(which, as Ocalan later clarifies, can simply be the divinised state), then relations are 
suddenly changed. Ocalan here shares thoughts on the nature of various ancient 
religious beliefs and their seeming disparity which he distinguishes as, first, about 
mother goddesses which are perhaps linked to Fertility and nature cults which are simply 
mythological understandings of birth and nurturing meant to give some intellectual 
background to life and, secondly, in regard to those which are more about domination, 
power and empire and are fronted by men and a priesthood, perhaps in support of a king 
or ruler imagined as a singular god’s representative on earth. Whereas matriarchy, in 
Ocalan’s imagination, has nothing to do with such leadership or authority, and requires 


none of its authority figures and administration, the masculine alternative, patriarchy, 
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certainly does. In Fact, he tells us that “A hierarchical and authoritarian structure is 
essential For a patriarchal society.” This will eventually, in Ocalan’s telling, become “the 
state-phase, the phase of institutionalised authority based on permanent force.” 


Matriarchy is and was never like this. 


A key point Ocalan makes here in his thesis is that “all slavery is based on 
housewifisation”, the subjugation of women. This he imagines the original act of 
enslaving others, a dominant male putting women to use which inevitably leads to the 
dominant male use of children and other, subjugated, men too. This “housewifisation” is 
not only an act of physical domination and slavery but it also “recreate(s) woman” — as it 
must (remembering the earlier assertion that slavery is, First of all, ideological, a matter 
of turning the mind against the slave and creating a new human relation intellectually). 


Thus: 


“Ever since the hierarchical order’s enormous leap forward, sexism has been the basic 
ideology of power. It is closely linked to class division and the wielding of power. Woman's 
authority is not based on surplus product; on the contrary, it stems from fertility and 
productivity, and strengthens social existence. Strongly influenced by emotional 
intelligence, she is tightly bound to communal existence. The fact that woman does not 
have a visible place in the power wars based on surplus product is due to this position of 


hers in social existence. 


We need to point out a characteristic that has become institutionalised within civilisational 
societies, namely society’s being prone to power relations. Just as housewifisation was 


needed to recreate woman, society needed to be prepared in order for power to secure its 
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own existence. Housewifisation is the oldest form of slavery. The strong man and his 
entourage defeated the mother-woman and all aspects of her cult through long and 
comprehensive struggles. Housewifisation became institutionalised when the sexist society 
became dominant. Gender discrimination is not a notion restricted to the power relations 
between woman and man. It defines the power relations that have been spread to all social 
levels. It is indicative of the state power that has reached its maximum capacity with 


modernity. 


Gender discrimination has had a twofold destructive effect on society. Firstly, it has opened 
society to slavery; secondly, all other forms of enslavement have been implemented on the 
basis of housewifisation. Housewifisation does not only aim to recreate an individual as a 
sex object; it is not a result of a biological characteristic. Housewifisation is an intrinsically 
social process and targets the whole of society. Slavery, subjugation, subjection to insults, 
weeping, habitual lying, lack of assertiveness and flaunting oneself are all recognised 
aspects of housewifisation and must be rejected by the freedom-morality. It is the 
foundation of a degraded society and the true foundation of slavery. It is the institutional 
foundation upon which the oldest and all subsequent types of slavery and immorality were 
implemented. Civilisational society reflects this foundation in all social categories. If the 
system is to function, society in its entirety must be subjected to housewifisation. Power is 
synonymous to masculinity. Thus, society‘s subjection to housewifisation is inevitable, 
because power does not recognise the principles of freedom and equality. If it did, it could 


not exist. Power and sexism in society share the same essence. 


Another important point we have to mention is dependence and oppression of the youth 


established by the experienced elderly man in a hierarchical society. While experience 
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strengthens the elderly man, age renders him weak and powerless. This compels the elderly 
to enlist the youth, which is done by winning their minds. Patriarchy is strengthened 
tremendously by these means. The physical power of the youth enables them to do 
whatever they please. This dependency of the youth has been continuously perpetuated 
and deepened. Superiority of experience and ideology cannot easily be broken. The youth 
(and even the children) are subjugated to the same strategies and tactics, ideological and 
political propaganda, and oppressive systems as the woman -— adolescence, like femininity, 


is not a physical but a social fact... 


The culture of violence that has become internalised within society is fed by war. The sword 
of war wielded in state warfare and the hand of the man within the family, are symbols of 
hegemony. The entire classed society, from its upper layers to its lower layers, is clamped 
between the sword and the hand. This is something that | have always tried to understand: 
How is it possible that the power held by the woman fell into the hands of the man, who is 
really not very productive and creative. The answer lies of course in the role force played. 


When the economy too was taken from the woman, atrocious captivity was inevitable.” 


This last paragraph introduces us to another concept that Ocalan wants to get across in 
his discussion of the subjugation of women as the original point of our current 
authoritarian predicament: the Family. IF “the state” is the obvious immediate controlling 
power limiting our freedom on a grand scale then its closer to home and more domestic 
mirror-image is the Family. And, more to the point, the family is working with the state as 
both operate to the same script, with the same values and to the same purpose 


(patriarchy, male domination). Ocalan calls the Family “an ideological institution” and, in 
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current guise, | completely agree with him that it is - as my own book has been trying to 


describe. He writes: 


“Family, in this social context, developed as man’s small state. The family as an institution 
has been continuously perfected throughout the history of civilisation, solely because of the 
reinforcement it provides to power and state apparatus. Firstly, family is turned into a stem 
cell of state society by giving power to the family in the person of the male. Secondly, 
woman's unlimited and unpaid labour is secured. Thirdly, she raises children in order to 
meet population needs. Fourthly, as a role model she disseminates slavery and immorality 
to the whole society. Family, thus constituted, is the institution where dynastic ideology 


becomes functional. 


The most important problem for freedom in a social context is thus family and marriage. 
When the woman marries, she is in fact enslaved. It is impossible to imagine another 
institution that enslaves like marriage. The most profound slaveries are established by the 
institution of marriage, slaveries that become more entrenched within the family. This is 
not a general reference to sharing life or partner relationships that can be meaningful 
depending on one’s perception of freedom and equality. What is under discussion is the 
ingrained, classical marriage and family. Absolute ownership of woman means her 
withdrawal from all political, intellectual, social and economic arenas; this cannot be easily 
recovered. Thus, there is a need to radically review family and marriage and develop 
common guidelines aimed at democracy, freedom and gender equality. Marriages or 
relationships that arise from individual, sexual needs and traditional family concepts can 
cause some of the most dangerous deviations on the way to a free life. Our need is not for 


these associations but for attaining gender equality and democracy throughout society and 
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for the will to shape a suitable and common life. This can only be done by analysing the 


mentality and political environment that breed such destructive associations. 


The dynastic and family culture that remains so powerful in today’s Middle Eastern society 
is one of the main sources of their problems because it has given rise to an excessive 
population, power and ambitions to share in the state’s power. The degradation of women, 
inequality, children not being educated, family brawls, and problems of honour are all 
related to the family issue. It is as if a small model of the problems integral to power and 
state are established within the family. Thus, it is essential to analyse the family in order to 


analyse power, state, class and society. 


State and power centres gave the father-man within the family a copy of their own 
authority and had them play that role. Thus, the family became the most important tool for 
legitimising monopolies. It became the fountainhead of slaves, serfs, labourers, soldiers and 
providers of all other services needed by the ruling and capitalist circles. That is why they 
set such importance to family, why they sanctified it. Although woman'‘s labour is the most 
important source of profit for the capitalist circles, they concealed this by putting additional 
burdens on the family. Family has been turned into the insurance of the system and thus it 


will inevitably be perpetuated... 


Capital (in all its forms) and power relations should have no part in the relationship of 
couples. Breeding of children as motivation for sustaining this institution should be 
abolished. The ideal approach to male-female association is one that is based on the 
freedom philosophy, devoted to moral and political society. Within this framework, the 


transformed family will be the most robust assurance of democratic civilisation and one of 
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the fundamental relationships within that order. Natural companionship is more important 
than official partnership. Partners should always accept the other's right to live alone. One 


cannot act ina slavish or reckless manner in relationships.” 


You might note there that Ocalan believes (and indeed suggests) that the Family should 
consequently be “reformed”. | am much less certain than him that it can be and much 
less motivated than him to think that it should be. My own ideas, as will have been seen 
earlier in this chapter, are far more radical, and communal, than this and see little to be 
saved in artificial paired couples who often regard their offspring as possessions. Here 
thinking that any particular arrangement is “natural” is probably a mistake and, anyway, 
on what basis can anyone say a mother and father raising a child is more natural than a 
designated group of women raising all the children in a social group whilst the men go 
off and provide other needs for the community (for example)? As we saw earlier in Sex 
At Dawn, none of these is more or less “natural” than any other; its all about culturally 


Facilitated ways to organise human relations — and many ways seem to work. 


Here, in Fact, a wider political context is important (since Ocalan has himself implicated a 
wider understanding of politics in general in the matter anyway) and so it is entirely 
appropriate he now turns to the dominant form of economic relations in modern 


civilisation: capitalism. On economy in general Ocalan writes: 


“Economy has been turned into a subject matter that ordinary people are not supposed to 
understand. It has intentionally been made complicated so that the plain reality can be 
disguised. It is the third force, after ideology and violence, through which women, and 


subsequently the entire society, was entrapped and forced to accept dependence. Economy 
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literally means ‘house-holding’, originally the women’s domain, along with other 


fundamental sections of society which | will discuss later. 


In the woman's order, there was accumulation too, but this was not for the merchant or the 
market. It was for the family. This is what humanitarian and real economy is. Accumulation 
was prevented from becoming a danger by widespread use of the gift culture. Gift culture is 
an important form of economic activity. It is also compatible with the rhythm of human 


development. 


As woman was ousted generally from the history of civilisation but specifically from 
capitalist modernity, big men had the opportunity to distort the functioning of economy 


and thus turning it into a mass of problems.” 


Economically, the problem of capitalism is that human beings “have been kept under 
control continuously and cruelly so that the civilisational powers can seize their surplus 


product and value.” Thus, capitalism: 


“is, in essence, the actions of opportunist individuals and groups who established 
themselves into openings and cracks within society as the potential for surplus product 


developed; these actions became systematised as they nibbled away the social surplus... 


the unsurpassed wave of wars, plunders, massacres and exploitation originating from 


Western Europe over the last four hundred years, is largely a result of [this] capitalist 


system‘s hegemony... 
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Capitalism and the nation-state represent the dominant male in its most institutionalised 
form. Capitalist society is the continuation and culmination of all the old exploitative 
societies. It is a continuous warfare against society and woman. To put it succinctly, 


capitalism and nation-state are the monopolism of the tyrannical and exploitative male. 


Breaking down this monopolism will perhaps be more difficult than breaking down the 
atom. A main objective of capitalist modernity‘s ideological hegemony is to obliterate the 
historic and social facts concerning its conception and its essence. This is because the 
capitalist economic and societal form is not a social and historical necessity; it is a 
construct, forged through a complex process. Religion and philosophy have been 
transformed into nationalism, the divinity of the nation-state. The ultimate goal of its 
ideological warfare is to ensure its monopoly on thought. Its main weapons to accomplish 
this are religionism, gender discrimination and scientism as a positivist religion. Without 
ideological hegemony, with political and military oppression alone, maintaining modernity 
will be impossible. While capitalism uses religionism to control society's cognisance, it uses 
nationalism to control classes and citizenship, a phenomenon that has risen around 


capitalism. 


The objective of gender discrimination is to deny women any hope of change. The most 
effective way for sexist ideology to function, is by entrapping the male in power relations 
and by rendering woman impotent through constant rape. Through positivist scientism, 
capitalism neutralises the academic world and the youth. It convinces them that they have 
no choice but to integrate with the system, and in return for concessions this integration is 


assured. 
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As with all oppressive and exploitative social systems, capitalism could not rise without 
establishing a state. Whereas the dogmatism of the feudal system had a religious character, 
that of the archaic slave owning society had a mythological character. One god was 
embodied in the king and dynasty; but today god is presented as the invisible power in the 


state's noble existence... 


After eliminating women, the system mercilessly demolished the agrarian and village 
society. As long as the communal democratic character of society stands, capitalism cannot 
attain maximum power and profits. Thus, this kind of sociality was inevitably targeted. In 
this way, the complete entrapment of the oldest slave, woman, became the model for all 


other enslaved lives — that of children and men. 


Political and military power play quite an important role in maintaining the capitalist 
system’s hegemony. But what is crucial is to possess and subsequently to paralyse society 
via the cultural industry. The mentality of communities under the influence of the system 
has weakened and its members have become gullible. Many philosophers claim that society 
has been turned into a society of the spectacle, similar to the zoo. The sex, sports, arts and 
culture industries, in combination and in sequence, bombard the emotional and analytic 
intelligence incessantly by means of a diverse spread of advertisements. As a result, both 
emotional and analytical intelligence have become completely dysfunctional; the 


conquering of society’s mentality is thus complete. 


What is of grave concern is society’s voluntary acceptance of its captivity by the combined 
cultural and sex industries, and moreover, perceiving this as a burst of freedom! This is the 


strongest base and tool of legitimisation the rulers have. Capitalism can only reach the 
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empire phase with the aid of the cultural industry. Therefore, the struggle against the 
cultural hegemony requires the most difficult struggle of all: mental struggle. Until we can 
develop and organise the essence and form of a counter-struggle against the cultural war 
waged by the system through its invasions, assimilation and industrialisation, not a single 


struggle for freedom, equality and democracy has a chance to succeed. 


Capitalist modernity is a system based on the denial of love. Its denial of society, 
unrestrained individualism, gender discrimination in all areas, deification of money, 
substitution of god with the nation-state, and turning woman into an automaton that 


receives no or little wages, mean that there are no material grounds for love either.” 


A figure for this system of control, which | regularly describe as a political-economic 
prison, is that of Gerrard Winstanley and the Diggers of mid-seventeenth century 
England, when capitalism was first Finding its Feet and girding its manly loins. When 
soldiers were despatched to destroy the Digger settlement on George’s Hill that was 
capitalism asserting its right to make all of us dependent upon it — by making sure that 
no one could just simply set up on some land and take care of themselves as, according 
to Ocalan, people had done in the past for untold millennia. Capitalism, says Ocalan, is 
the end of this ability and the beginning of being forced to be dependent on a male- 
dominated, patriarchal system about acquisition, possession and control. OF women in 


this situation Ocalan writes: 


“During the capitalist period she has been a target of inequality, with no freedom and no 
democracy, not only at the ground level but at all levels. Moreover, the power of the sexist 


society has been implemented with such intensity and so deeply that woman has been 


607 


turned into object and subject of the sex industry. The male dominant society has reached 


its peak in capitalist civilisation.” 


Here Ocalan starts to give his own faint echoes of Andrea Dworkin or Catherine 
MacKinnon but it should not be lost on anyone that in a patriarchal, capitalist prison a 
woman is simply another commodity — in Ocalan’s thinking the First to be enslaved. In 
that context that many have today become sex workers in sex mines owned by men 
(more often than not) is nothing to shout about even if Only Fans girls and other female 
sexual capitalists have been conned into thinking this is the expression of their Freedom. 
It is in Fact no freedom at all to be allowed to sell yourself From a political and economic 
prison cell. Absolutely anyone can IMAGINE themselves Free in this way but the work of 
an actual material freedom relies on rather more than that alone — and is never simply 
about you. (Do you recall my sixth article of Jolly Roger’s anarchy at the beginning of this 
book and this chapter? “To get out of the prison, think yourself out of it - and then act 
accordingly; which of course means act in, with and according to material political 
Freedom) Here Ocalan consequently imagines that what we now need is then a women’s 
economy, an economy that was and is and could be an economy of the household (and of 


affinity and love) once again. He says: 


“Woman and economy are interwoven components. Because she generates economy 
according to fundamental needs only, a woman driven-economy never experiences 
depression; it never causes environmental pollution; and it never poses a threat to the 
climate. When we cease to produce for profit, we will have achieved the liberation of the 


world. This in turn will be the liberation of humanity and life itself.” 
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The solution is then NOT Only Fans-ing your way to a champagne lifestyle - whatever the 


male-dominated world tells you. Its changing the nature and purpose of the economy. 


Our system of relationships, as Ocalan notes, “is in Fact reproducing itself in the 
individual male and female and their relationship.” It is replicating itselF in all 
relationships. That, indeed, is how it survives; it must pass its DNA on and through each 
one of us and into the next person thus necessitating and maintaining “the reality of 


bare Force and coarse exploitation”. Thus: 


“As can be seen even from this short argumentation, man is a system. The male has become 
a state and turned this into the dominant culture. Class and sexual oppression develop 
together; masculinity has generated ruling gender, ruling class, and ruling state. When man 


is analysed in this context, it is clear that masculinity must be killed. 


Indeed, to kill the dominant man is the fundamental principle of socialism. This is what 
killing power means: to kill the one-sided domination, the inequality and intolerance. 
Moreover, it is to kill fascism, dictatorship and despotism. We should broaden this concept 
to include all these aspects. Liberating life is impossible without a radical women's 
revolution which would change man’s mentality and life. If we are unable to make peace 
between man and life and life and woman, happiness is but a vain hope. Gender revolution 
is not just about woman. It is about the five thousand years old civilisation of classed 
society which has left man worse off than woman. Thus, this gender revolution would 


simultaneously mean man’s liberation. 
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| have often written about “total divorce”, i.e. the ability to divorce from the five thousand 
years old culture of male domination. The female and male gender identities that we know 
today are constructs that were formed much later than the biological female and male. 
Woman has been exploited for thousands of years according to this constructed identity; 
never acknowledged for her labour. Man has to overcome always seeing woman as wife, 


sister, or lover — stereotypes forged by tradition and modernity. 


Claiming that we first have to address the question of state then the question of family, is 
not sound. No serious social problem can be understood if addressed in isolation. A far more 
effective method is to look at everything within the totality, to render meaning to each 
question within its relationship to the other. This method also holds when we try to resolve 
problems. Analysing the social mentality without analysing the state, analysing the state 
without analysing the family, and analysing the woman without analysing the man would 
render insufficient results. We need to analyse these social phenomena as an integrated 


whole; if not, the solutions we arrive at will be inadequate. 


The solutions for all social problems in the Middle East should have woman's position as 
focus. The fundamental objective for the period ahead of us must be to realise the third 
major sexual rupture; this time against the male. Without gender equality, no demand for 
freedom and equality can be meaningful. In fact, freedom and equality cannot be realised 
without the achievement of gender equality. The most permanent and comprehensive 


component of democratisation is woman's freedom... 


Women need to determine their own democratic aim, and institute the organisation and 


effort to realise it... 
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We should always keep in mind that the traditional female subjugation is not physical but 
social. It is due to the ingrained slavery. Therefore, the most urgent need is to conquer the 


thoughts and emotions of subjugation within the ideological arena... 


If the ownership and power relations which dominate and subjugate woman are not 


overthrown, then free relations between woman and man cannot be achieved either.” 


In Ocalan's formula “Man has to overcome always seeing woman as wife, sister, or lover - 
stereotypes Forged by tradition and modernity”, we have his description of the problem 
— that we moderns have never been able to think of other people, of similar bodies and 
slightly less similar ones, in anything other than stereotypical relations, the relations of 
capitalist and patriarchal authoritarianism, whether public or domestic (and | use that 
latter term purposely to mean “domesticated”). The answer Ocalan then posits is the 
action of women, but surely never only women (so, therefore, all who would be 
“womanish”), to determine their own aims, organisation and efforts. What is clear is that 
a change from one form of life to another, which means not just exchanging names and 
Faces but practices, values and beliefs, for other, better ones, is the only solution to this 


political and relational situation. 


7) So let us now move to the academic study of female-centred societies (called 
Matriarchal Studies) to see both what we can learn about the subject but also what we 
can learn about the observed and studied existence of “matriarchy” in both historical 
and present reality. As an introduction to this, | would like to quote two of the leading 
matriarchy scholars, Barbara Alice Mann and Hilde Goettner-Abendroth (on whom more 


shortly), who together give a concise introduction to the subject as part of the 
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comprehensive curated bibliography of the subject they provide on the Oxford 


Commentaries website: 


“Evidence of matriarchy had always existed in Western chronicles, albeit scattered or 
hidden amid other ethnographic tidbits, all of them filtered heavily through the 
androcentric lens of Christian missionaries or European travelers. Most of these old 
European sources were either puzzled or horrified by women-led cultures, having had 
nothing to attach them to but scary stories from Herodotus about the ferocious Amazons as 
‘men-slayers’ or the Christian theological depictions of sinful Eve, resulting in the ‘burning 
times’ (witch hunts). Moving out from Europe in the 15th and 16th centuries, especially into 
Africa and the Americas, home to many matriarchal cultures, was very unsettling to the 
patriarchal paradigm of Europe. Until quite recently, this culture shock combined with 
colonialism to ensure that scholarship on matriarchy was crafted exclusively by elite, 
Western scholars, nearly all of them male and coming from nothing remotely resembling a 
matriarchal culture. Scholars in the 19th century were all infiltrated by the unilinear, 
universal evolution theory, as a part of European American colonialism, sporting racist and 
sexist roots. These disabilities distorted comprehension of the matriarchal form of society, 
allowing Western scholars either to dismiss it outright as a fantasy or to portray it crudely, 
as a wicked, Amazonian domination of men. This background left enduring marks on the 
scholarship around matriarchy until new interest was piqued among German and American 
scholars in the 19th century, moving thought from the Amazonian conception to the 
definition of matriarchy as a ‘mother right.’ These scholars remained mired, however, in the 
racist and sexist premises of European colonialism, well into the 20th century. As colonial 
Eurocentrism lifted in the mid- to late 20th century, scholars from non-Western, matriarchal 


cultures worldwide began chiming in on the conversation, in order to revamp old ideas 
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together with Western female scholars. The ‘maternal values’ in matriarchal studies do not 
indicate Western sentimentalism, but principles formulated by Indigenous, matriarchal 
societies themselves, in their sayings (e.g., Minangkabau) and in their social rules (e.g., 
Iroquois), based on the prototype of Mother Nature, as conceptualized in mythology, 
proverbs, songs, etc. Collating all the evidence of non-Western and Western 21st-century 
scholarship, matriarchy is here defined as mother-centered societies, based on maternal 
values: equality, consensus finding, gift giving, and peace building by negotiations. Gift 
economies, defined by modern matriarchal studies as a transitive relation in closed 
communities, is a core concept of all matriarchies. The result is a gender-egalitarian society, 
in which each gender has its own sphere of power and action. All these societies are 
characterized by matrilinearity, matrilocality, and women as keepers of the land and 
distributors of food, based on a structured gift economy. As derived from inductive studies 
of singular matriarchal societies and in collaboration with Indigenous scholars writing on 
their own communities, the current definition of matriarchy is a mother-centered, gender- 
egalitarian society that practices the gift economy. Modern matriarchal studies primarily 
assesses the patterns of those cultures, past and present, in their unique displays of gender 


egalitarianism and generally social egalitarianism." 


There is a lot to take in there and in the space and time | have available in what Follows | 
want to use the work of one of the scholars who wrote that general description, Hilde 
Goettner-Abendroth, called by some the “mother” of Matriarchal Studies, to Fill in some 
of the detail. Goettner-Abendroth herself is a German academic who studied for a 
philosophy of science PhD before working in German academia as a philosopher and 
student of human culture for ten years. Her interests drifting into study of imagined 


matriarchal societies, however, she found academic resistance to her research and ideas 
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(swimming in patriarchal values and relationships as it is) which caused her to leave the 
university and set up her own research institute, the HAGIA Academy for Matriarchal 
Studies, from which she has done all her research now for the past forty years (a couple 
of visiting professorships at the Universities of Montreal and Innsbruck aside). She is 
regarded as the modern founder of the discipline of Matriarchal Studies and has done 
the major work to establish it as a subject in its own right (whilst, of course, always 
insisting its a subject which requires both multiple and indigenous voices to give it a 
wider empirical validity). As a consequence, Goettner-Abendroth has published 
extensively in German on the subject with that comprehensive research, both theoretical 
and ethnographic (Goettner-Abendroth has, for example, been one of Few outsiders to 
visit the Chinese matriarchal culture of the Mosuo that | mentioned earlier when 
discussing the book Sex At Dawn), latterly being updated and translated into English (in 
academically peer-reviewed books) in the last ten years as | write. She also organised 
two world conferences on Matriarchal Studies, at Luxembourg in 2003 and Austin, Texas, 


in 2005, publishing a book of the papers presented at these conferences in 2009. 


Goettner-Abendroth is, then, well qualified to discuss the subject at hand here in this 
section of my chapter: matriarchy. A first point to note here is both that matriarchal 
societies have existed in the past (indeed, it is even imagined there was a time when 
there was only matriarchy) and that matriarchal societies still exist today (although they 
are declining and are constantly under attack from patriarchal infiltration and 
destruction From the world outside). IF we study Goettner-Abendroth’s explanatory 
essay “The Way into an Egalitarian Society: Principles of a Matriarchal Politics” From the 
book The Legacy of Mothers: Matriarchies and the Gift Economy as Post Capitalist 


Alternatives we shall see why. 
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A point basic to understanding when addressing matriarchy is that it is not a reverse or 
mirror patriarchy. It is, as | have already said before, not patriarchy but with women 
instead of men. This, indeed, could not be “matriarchy” For, organisationally and in terms 
of values, beliefs and practices, that would simply be patriarchy with a different face. A 
basic point is then that matriarchy is imagined as a matter of different human 
relationships between people, a different, non-hierarchical, non-coercive, Form of social 


organisation based on consensus in every respect. Thus: 


“Matriarchies, throughout history as well as in those that still exist today, are not societies 
where women rule, which is the common, misguided view. Rather, matriarchies have 
persisted through millennia, without hierarchies and without domination. They have 
maintained themselves without using war games; that is, without establishing armies for 
organized killing. Violence against women and children is virtually unknown to them, 


whereas patriarchal societies worldwide are overwhelmed with it.” 


Furthermore, and to counter the notions of patriarchal scholarship in general (which, to 
be clear, is the vast majority of mainstream scholarship based, as it is, in patriarchal and 
colonial Euro-America) which has often denied that matriarchy (which it thought of as 


“domination by women” in error) ever existed, Goettner-Abendroth adds that: 


“Matriarchies are not utopian. They have been present for long periods during our human 


history and they are lived-in, practical undertakings that belong to the indispensable 


cultural knowledge of humanity.” 
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The point here then is that matriarchy, as a real form of human social existence, evident 
both historically and anthropologically, is “a conscious cultural creation”, one that 
Goettner-Abendroth has detailed and examined at some length in her book Matriarchal 
Societies: Studies on Indigenous Cultures across the Globe (where she explores multiple 
examples on every continent except Europe where such societies have been entirely 
purged) and which she has done comprehensive work to site and explain historically, For 
example in her most recent study Matriarchal Societies of the Past and the Rise of 
Patriarchy. What Goettner-Abendroth has found in those studies is societies, with 
women at the centre although never as tyrants, hierarchical commanders or warrior 
queens, that combine politics, economics and a maternal spirituality with organisational 
structures and conventions which work for a notional common good. Such societies are 
not based on and in power over others and neither are they about material gain (since, 
often, they are simply subsistence societies). Thus, they are not societies constantly ona 
war footing and, at least historically, they neither sought nor expected attack. All this, of 
course, is the basis for Goettner-Abendroth’s claim that matriarchal societies are 
materially different From those which became patriarchal and which had authoritative 
leaders and were based in violence and coercion (of one’s own community and of 
others). On this basis, and with a neat bit of entirely legitimate word play, Goettner- 
Abendroth argues that while patriarchy means “domination of the Fathers”, matriarchy 
means “in the beginning, the mothers”. (The Greek root “arche” can mean “rule” or 
“beginning”.) Goettner-Abendroth imagines that patriarchy developed out of a more 


originary matriarchal situation and so regards it as “the history of cultures”. 


Let’s get into describing how Goettner-Abendroth sees such societies, culturally and 


historically, in this case, utilising both ancient and modern evidence but without 
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imagining For a second that what we are creating is any sort of universal or dogmatic 
template (For each society is unique and but an example of itself). One obvious social 
basis For such societies here is what Goettner-Abendroth calls “siblings-by-choice” which 
is neither the atomising individualism of the West nor a society based on blood relations. 
“Siblings-by-choice” is very much a matter of human affinity for each other and 
“intentional connections” between people that, as Goettner-Abendroth says, “are 
determined by intellectual, political and/or spiritual concerns”. Goettner-Abendroth 
(hereafter HGA) contrasts this form of relationship with the arbitrary and forced 
relationship of blood ties and makes the point that a sibling-by-choice can be more 
committed exactly because the commitment to society and a community of relationships 


by this means is entirely at their own discretion. Their motivation, in other words, is 


always and only their own. 


But this is not the only Feature of such relationships and, according to HGA, would not be 
enough anyway. In addition, then, there is the “symbolic matri-clan”, the basis of which is 
“the mother and child unit” — but not in the static way we might understand this For, not 
being based in blood ties, such mothers are not simply mothers of their own child but of 
all children (each child then having multiple mothers as, again, in ideas discussed earlier 
in anthropological discussion and that are not foreign to anarchist conceptions of 
society either as evidenced sometimes in the ideas of Emma Goldman and Emile Armand 
as but two examples). The beginning of such societies is women with children Forming 
voluntary associations with “sisters” in a similar situation such that they become a self- 
conscious political grouping by choice, a collective communal entity which shares 
closeness and intimacy as a group (and which can even include other women without 


children who, nonetheless, are regarded as, and act as, mothers). HGA adds that men 
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may then be invited into such groups (although this is not arbitrary) and these are 
regarded as “brothers” not “lovers” and the criteria For choosing such men is their social 
commitment to the group. They also care for the children and HGA suggests that this “is 
a principle of balance” and “a matriarchal principle and a kind of ethical duty to share this 
service among all people”. What this creates organisationally and relationally is a tight- 
knit group of people who all Feel related equally to each other since they are all 
switching roles constantly and are all looking after the children without distinction. The 
children, in turn, do not simply have one mother or Father, but many. The duty of looking 
after children is, thus, a central one in such a society and not one reserved only for 


certain biologically related people. HGA comments: 


“With all people involved in childrearing in the matri-clan, greater justice can prevail. All are 
thus enabled to experience positive social and emotional development and everyone can 
have the opportunity to develop professional skills and other interests. At the same time, 
children can be wonderfully integrated into the group through their connections with all 


their different care providers.” 


On this basis, and with perhaps a senior (in years) woman and man of the clan regarded 
as a “matriarch” or “elder” who acts as a point of contact with the outside world or as a 
“wise counsel” within it, a community (or neighbourhood) is Formed when several matri- 
clans relate (voluntarily of course) to each other habitually. Immediately, then, we see 
two arenas of activity, the matri-clan and the relation of matri-clans to each other. 
Autonomy pertains in both arenas in that the community relationship does not 
determine how any individual matri-clan organises itself. That is its own business. 


Communities or neighbourhoods may come to their own mind by consensus too in 
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distinction to other communities or neighbourhoods. HGA advises here that it is only 
between differing clans that romantic relations may develop (she does not have a very 
developed discussion of gender or sexuality in her studies anywhere at all and this is a 
major weakness; she seems to assume a gender binary and heterosexuality as standard) 
and gives the reason For this as the need to separate out community duty from personal 
love. She then argues that the modular nature of clan society, small clans of maybe 20 
people which interact with others like them to form greater associations, provide both 
For the stability and intimacy of the clans, based on the ethos of “siblings-by-choice”, but 
also For the necessary sexual outlet human adults find instinctive and necessary. Thus, 
both love and security is provided in this way and one’s future security is never 
dependent on keeping one’s love sweet since this is based on siblings-by-choice and not 


“romance”. 


When we move to discuss the economy (from a Greek term which basically means 
“housekeeping”) of these societies HGA describes a culture based on “economies of 
balance”. Thus, as in capitalist patriarchy, these are not economies of surplus and 
acquisition or economies of possession and exploitation. A matriarchal economy is 
constructed so as NOT to promote economic disparity between people or clans and so 


that the contrast “rich and poor” never manifests in reality. Consequently: 


“In traditional matriarchal societies, private property and territorial claims are non-existent. 
In such cultures, people simply have usage rights on the soil they till, or the pastures grazed 
by their animals. In their view, ‘Mother Earth’ cannot be owned or cut up into pieces. She 
bestows the fruits of the fields and the young animals of the flock to all people; therefore, 


the harvest and the flocks cannot be owned privately. As a consequence of this idea, they 
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have created an economy of balance by using the method of circulating goods, thus 
preventing hoarding and accumulation. There are no exceptions, for all acquired goods are 
included in this circulation process, whether they are agricultural, handicrafts, or traded 


merchandise... 


They organize the economy not according to the profit principle, where an individual or a 
small group of people benefits; rather, the motivation behind their action is motherliness. 
The profit principle is ego-centred, where individuals or a small minority take advantage of 
the majority of people. The principle of motherliness is the opposite, where altruism reigns 


and the well-being of all is at the heart of the system.” 


The key economic principle here is then “the circulation of all goods” and this majorly 
relies on the principle of gifting and a gift economy | have discussed elsewhere and 


earlier in this chapter as an element of anarchist economy. OF this, HGA writes: 


“The goods, as well as the nurturing, care, and cultural creativity in ritual events, all 
circulate as gifts. This takes place in the festivals, which are at the core of these cultures 
and drive their economies. They celebrate the festivals of the agricultural year, along with 
the lifecycle festivals of the individual clans, which are celebrated together with the whole 
village or town. During all these festivals the goods, the nurturing, care, and cultural 


presentations are ‘moved around,’ not in the sense of exchange for profit, but as gifts. 


For example, it is usual that when a clan has had a bumper crop and is able to reap a great 
harvest, the clan will take the first opportunity to redistribute this fortune. At the next 


festival, this fortunate clan will overextend itself by inviting everybody in the village or 
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town or district and will lavish them with hospitality, caring for every aspect of their well- 
being. The guests will also receive cultural presents like music, dancing, processions, and 
ritual settings that everybody participates in according to their religious traditions. The clan 
organizes the festival, holding nothing back. Within a patriarchal society this would be 
suicidal behaviour, and would ruin the donor clan. But matriarchal societies work according 


to the maxim, ‘Those who have shall give.’ 


At the next big festival, another clan—one that is, by comparison, better off than the rest 
of the community—will take on this role of hosting. The others are invited and gifts are 
lavished upon them. So round and round it goes in the community, and it is always the well- 


off clans who have the responsibility for the festivals. 


It is clear that in this system an accumulation of material or cultural goods with a view to 
personal gain and enrichment is not possible. To the contrary, economic and cultural actions 
are geared towards a levelling of differences in living standards and towards a collective joy 


of and participation in cultural performances. 


A generous clan doesn’t win the right to claim either material or cultural goods in return; its 
‘reward’ is the honour it gains. ‘Honour’ in matriarchy means that the altruism and pro- 
social action of a donor clan is greatly admired and that its generosity validates and 
strengthens the relationships between the clans. Honour means the incalculable value of 
human contact and co-operation. Other clans will always support such a clan, should it have 


need of anything or fall on hard times. This reciprocity is also a question of honour. 
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So gift giving is not just a coincidental, arbitrary act in such cultures, and it is not something 
confined to the private sphere; rather, it is the central feature of matriarchal societies. This 
shows that the gift economy is not merely an incidental practice, but can function as a solid 


foundation for an entire society.” 


Thus we see that, building up from symbolic matri-clans of maybe 20-30 people at most 
and forming communities or neighbourhoods with similar entities (and even wider 
regions as neighbourhoods themselves “federate”), a larger and wider economy can be 
created that sustains larger numbers of people by means of an ethos of balance and 
mutual aid. IF one clan (or even one neighbourhood) does poorly in a particular year then 
those that have done better, relatively speaking, will naturally Feel honour-bound to help 
out and provide what is needed, knowing full well that in future, if the situation is 
reversed, help from other, better off, clans or communities will be Forthcoming for them 
too. This, then, is explicitly a society in which it is not “every man for himself” in an 
economic sense and in which relations, only ever established based on personal affinity, 
find a way to provide for growing numbers of people. Such communities, as already 
hinted, are administrated and arbitrated directly by all of the people (adults, usually 
those 13 and over) on a “one member, one vote” basis and without any authority Figure 
directing operations. In dealings that go beyond the clan, representatives will be 
empowered only to represent the will of the clan to outside others and never to decide 
for it. Membership of clan, neighbourhood, community or region will always be 
voluntary. Each member of a clan, as a matter of ethos, is expected to devote 
themselves to the clan and its relationships as a matter of personal choice. Thus, through 
the clan system, both in its economic ethics and its political organisation, a commitment 


to the welfare of everybody is inculcated and giving to those in need becomes natural. 
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HGA imagines that, on this basis, “settlements” of up to 3,000 people can be adequately 
accommodated whilst maintaining the necessary political transparency and need for 


consensus as autonomous “village republics”. 


An aspect of this HGA makes great play of, and which we moderns might not 
automatically appreciate, is the “social spirituality” of such communities — as evidenced 
in things such as social rituals or Festivals in which the clans and communities celebrate 
what amounts to their connections to each other and, in Fact, to a wider earth. This may 
sound to us like some kind of “hippy nonsense” but HGA motivates it historically when 


she writes: 


“It is neither the economy, nor political practice by itself, but rather the idea of a better 
world that makes people set out to explore new communities and leave behind old patterns 
and relationships. This idea has always had deep spiritual roots and can only be actualized 


through spiritual energies. 


Traditional matriarchal societies are particularly significant with respect to spirituality, 
because they, unlike later patriarchal societies, have always been sacred societies. After the 
first breakthrough of military-strategic thinking, which had a_ secularizing effect, 
patriarchal societies have been and continue to be characterized by a split between the 
religious and the secular. Nowadays, ‘nothing is sacred,’ while in matriarchal societies, 
everything is sacred in a literal sense. Without knowledge of the matriarchal spirituality 
practised in these societies, neither its social nor its economic and political patterns can be 


understood properly. 
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In traditional matriarchal cultures, the divine is understood to be immanent in nature and 
culture; this is the reason everything is considered sacred. There is no transcendent God 
outside the world, but the world itself is divine, which is a feminine understanding of 
deities. This belief is widespread in matriarchal cultures where the two primordial 
Goddesses, cosmos and earth, are celebrated. The cosmic primordial Goddess is the creatrix, 
found in the Egyptian Nut who alone gave birth to everything in existence. The earth is 
considered to be the other primordial Goddess; she is the Great Mother of all living beings. 
She is, for example, the pre-Hellenic Gaia, the Indian Prithivi, and the Mediterranean Magna 
Mater. These primordial Goddesses mirror the matriarchal perception that the feminine is 


all encompassing. 


Everything else develops in dynamic polarity out of this all-encompassing feminine principle. 
Such polar pairs are, for example, light and darkness, summer and winter, movement and 
stillness, the female and male. In matriarchy, this complementary equivalence is not 
evaluated in any way, as has happened in patriarchal philosophies. In fact, the world is seen 


as ‘whole’ when all of the two polarities are in perfect balance. 


Since all elements and beings are of divine origin, everything is sacred. What does this mean 
for everyday life? There is no strict separation between ‘everyday life’ when one is working 
and ‘holy-days’ when one is engaged in devotional practice and is not working. In 
matriarchy, every shared activity such as tilling, sowing, harvesting, cooking, weaving, or 
building a house is a ritual with deep significance. Similarly, each everyday object, such as a 
plough, a spindle, a storage jar, or a hearth, also has symbolic meaning. Work itself is not 


just narrowly focused on profit, which makes it exhausting and alienating in patriarchal 
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civilizations, but is meant to express the joy of life in all its aspects. Therefore, work is 


honoured and performed as a ritual. 


These ritualized everyday activities are highlighted during the numerous festivals, when 
they are turned into great ceremonies and sacred dramas involving the whole village or 
community. Here again, everything that is celebrated is already present in daily life. 
Matriarchal people do not celebrate transcendent gods, hierarchies of unseen spiritual 
beings, or saints elevated high above normal human beings. They celebrate the diversity of 
the real world where they find themselves. They celebrate what surrounds them, who they 
are, and what they do. Therefore their spiritual activity is part of their everyday lives as 


much as it is part of their holy days (the days of the great festivals).” 


This, of course, may not be for everybody in a secularised West but | would, for myself, 
like to re-emphasise and re-word this, moving on from its undoubted historical roots, in 
the idea that matriarchal societies are here imagined as cultural entities which take 
themselves, and their ethos of mutual aid and interconnectivity, seriously. This ethos, 
applied economically and politically, comes from a spiritual understanding of nature as a 
self-organising and always interconnected system that is precisely about diversity and 
difference but that is also about cooperation and togetherness and caring about more 
than oneself — on the basis that someone with Friends is better off than someone 
without them. Thus, to celebrate and enjoy what surrounds you is to nurture both a 
community and yourself at the same time and this interconnectedness becomes a 
“spiritual” principle undergirding collective existence. As a consequence, we should not 
really think of this as a matter of “goddesses” and divine power so much as community 


myth-making giving an ethos and intellectual/ethical substance to lived realities and that 
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being lived out through both communal understandings and consistently practised social 
community relations (political, economic and simply social). In this, it is possible to see 
how politics, economy and ethics/intellectual self-understanding in these communities is 
very tightly woven and provides for a strong connection at the level of shared ethos. In 
giving what HGA describes as a “structural definition” of matriarchal societies in her 


book Matriarchal Societies: Studies on Indigenous Cultures Across the Globe, she then says: 


“In brief, this structural definition says that matriarchal societies: 


At the economic level are societies creating a balanced economy, in which women distribute 
goods, always seeking economic mutuality; such an economy has characteristics in common 
with a ‘gift economy.’ Therefore | defined them as societies of economic mutuality, based on 


the circulation of gifts. 


At the social level are societies based on matrilinear kinship, whose characteristics are 
matrilinearity and matrilocality within the framework of gender equality. Therefore | 


defined them as non-hierarchical, horizontal societies of matrilineal kinship. 


At the political level are societies based on consensus. The clan house is the basis of decision 
making, both locally and regionally, and is outwardly represented by an (often) male 
delegate; the politics of strict consensus processes give rise not only to gender equality, but 
to equality in the entire society. Therefore, | defined them as egalitarian societies of 


consensus. 
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At the spiritual and cultural level these societies are based on an all-permeating spiritual 
attitude that regards the whole world as divine, originating in the Feminine Divine; this 
engenders a sacred culture. Therefore, | defined them as sacred societies and cultures of the 


Feminine Divine.” 


IF we then ask what becomes “necessary” in order to define a society as “matriarchal”, 


HGA goes onto say in this same text that: 


“The necessary conditions of the definition of ‘matriarchy’ are that mothers are at the 
center of society, as manifested by matrilinearity and by mothers’ (or women’s) power of 
economic distribution, both in the context of gender equality. If these conditions are 
fulfilled in an actual society, we can call it a matriarchy.’ Matrilinearity is essential because 
it not only structures the social relationships of the entire society, but also ensures these 
relationships via female inheritance and the political decision-making processes that follow 
from matrilinearity. The effects of matriliny put women at the center of the society. And a 
matrilineal genealogy—extending back through the female lineage to the first ancestress 
of the people—puts women at the spiritual center as well. Gender equality is also essential, 
as it ensures that in spite of women’s position at the center, matriarchal societies are not 
gender hierarchies: they foster a view of both sexes as equally valuable. Matriarchal 
societies are thus not mirror images of patriarchy. But matrilinearity and equality of the 
genders are still not enough to describe a matriarchy: in addition, the power of economic 
distribution must be held by women. This is essential because it is the basis of the 
matriarchal economy of mutuality. This kind of economy would not occur if the economy 
were in the hands of the men and the chiefs who accumulate goods, even if the society 


were matrilineal. Such societies do exist, but they are just matrilineal, not matriarchal.” 
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HGA regards all this, which | have only outlined here very basically (and so | would very 
much recommend Finding out HGA’s books for yourself for the much fuller detail and the 
many actual researched examples), as something of a matriarchal paradigm — but, in 
saying that, it is neither to be regarded as either dogma or a “universal theory”. It is 
neither of these things For it is not a closed system or idea and it is recognised that, in 
any case, the lived reality of such communities as actually still exist, or may have existed 
in the past, can quite legitimately deviate From it. Thus, it is never to be assumed that all 
matriarchal cultures either are, or should be, “the same”. Rather, this is to be imagined as 
a “theoretical Framework” for thinking about the organisation of communal 
relationships and the building of societies as according to values, and an ethos, that is 
definitely not patriarchy. The possibility for diversity of understanding and application is 
not small in this case and the idea is not only to accumulate knowledge about how actual 
communities have lived and do live in ways that are not patriarchal but also how they 


might do so, perhaps from their own initiatives, in the Future too. 


8) From the matriarchal concerns of HGA — which to the observant might actually look 
like a Form of anarchist organisation yet without being called or thought of as anarchist — 
we return back to Christopher Ryan and Cacilda Jetha and their book Sex At Dawn which 
you will remember from an earlier chapter posited a communal, hunter-gatherer 
existence for human beings before agriculture and a considerably more promiscuous set 
of human inter-relations than many coercive conservative moderns would wish For today. 
Their concept of “socio-erotic exchanges” and their suggestion of sex as a general 
bonding mechanism between relatively small communities of people who all knew each 
other is not at all incompatible with the suggestions of HGA or Matriarchal Studies more 


generally. What | want to do now, then, is push on further through the arguments of Sex 
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At Dawn - particularly in the areas of (1) reconstruction of human communities of the 
past and their imagined relations and also (2) the biology of the human body and the 
conclusions we may draw from that - in order to come to conclusions about human 


beings and their sexual/political situation and what needs to happen moving Forward. 


Part Three of Sex At Dawn (you will recall that in a previous chapter we looked at Part 
Two which disputed many conservative views on human sexuality and relations with 
anthropological examples) wants to take on the ignorant and unresearched prejudice (at 
least when it was originally made, archetypally by Thomas Hobbes in his Leviathan) that 
life For ancient human beings was “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short”. Hobbes, like 
many who make such claims, had done no research on this. He just took human beings at 
their worst, no doubt in what he knew of those around him, and projected backwards. 
But Ryan and Jetha have a problem with this view — consequent on their own research 
and the socio-erotic exchanges they Found there which, if nothing else, dispelled the 


myth that ancient life was “solitary”. They write at the beginning of Part Three that: 


“A central theme in our argument is that human sexual behavior is a reflection of both 
evolved tendencies and social context. Thus, a sense of the day-to-day social world in which 
human sexual tendencies evolved is essential to understanding them. It’s hard to imagine 
the communal, cooperative social configurations we've described surviving long in the kind 
of world Hobbes envisioned, characterized by ‘bellum omnium contra omnes’ (the war of all 
against all). But the false view of prehistoric human life summed up in Hobbes’s pithy 


dictum ‘solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short’ is still almost universally accepted.” 
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Hobbes today would find his view opposed by both Ryan and Jetha and Hilde Goettner- 
Abendroth (each seemingly ignorant of the work of the other) for their own reasons. 
One speaks of matriarchal societies that operate on values different to those of 
patriarchy whilst the other conceives of communities intimately involved with each other 
to create cooperative social units. Ryan and Jetha maintain that the arguments | covered 
in my earlier chapter (which some observers would maintain were merely common sense 
since social existence and maintenance of communal bonds was in everyone's interest) 
“established that prehistoric human life was highly social and decidedly not solitary”. But 


was it then “poor, nasty, brutish and short”? Not so, say Ryan and Jetha. 


Those familiar with the book The Dawn of Everything: A New History of Humanity by 
anthropologist David Graeber and his archaeological colleague, David Wengrow, will 
know that, pre-agriculture, human beings hardly suffered for lack of resources. At base, 
human beings actually need very little and everything that they do need is all around 
them in the environment — food, water, materials For shelter and clothing, even 
rudimentary medicines, etc. In a world vastly underpopulated by our standards where 
people simply “followed the Food supply” they had an abundance of all they could ever 
want. Which is presumably why Graeber’s anthropological mentor, the noted American 
anthropologist Marshall Sahlins, once famously wrote an essay about such ancient 
people and referred to them as “The Original Affluent Society”. “Affluence” is simply 
having an abundance of everything you need — and these people certainly did. And they 
had this, so it would be suggested by Ryan and Jetha and HGA alike, without need for 
conflict, war or violence. They also had no jobs, bosses or taxes to pay. People were not 


constantly advertising at them or seeing them as walking bank accounts to be drained. 


They could collect their food, a rather easy task that did not take long on an average day, 
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and then the rest of their time was their own. Not that people like Thomas Hobbes or 


Thomas Malthus imagined it like this, however. 


Malthus, for example, who spent his days worrying about population growth and the 


necessary Fighting between competitive tribes he imagined life had always been about: 


“assumed the suffering he saw around him reflected the eternal, inescapable condition of 
human and animal life. He didn’t understand that the teeming, desperate streets of London 
circa 1800 were far from a reflection of prehistoric conditions. A century and a half earlier, 
Thomas Hobbes had made the same mistake, extrapolating from his own personal 


experience to conjure a mistaken vision of prehistoric human life.” 


Human population, in fact, was below 1 billion From the beginning of this planet's 
existence until the early years of the nineteenth century. It has only vastly accelerated 
since then due to medical advances which mean more babies and children survive into 
adulthood (which all help create a more diverse gene pool which in turn is good for the 
survival of human life, natural diversity being a strength for any form of life that wants 
to survive). This is in a time period also notable For people moving to cities to live in 
much larger conglomerations and the industrialisation and technologisation of human 
life in general. Before this period the only really significant event which revised 
population upwards was the mass agriculturalisation of human societies. Previous to 
that, the scope for large population increases was small as human life was dictated by its 
hunter/gatherer context. Forms of life, any forms of life, can only support what they can 
support. Hunter-gatherers live day to day, on the basis of subsistence, do not base 


themselves on commerce or creating surpluses and are not settled. Thus, they have 
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naturally defined bounds for how much they can grow (not least because “growth” is not 
their concern). Ryan and Jetha thus comment that such populations would only have the 
chance to double in size about every 250,000 years, an extremely small and slow rate of 
growth. But then these were subsistence societies: they were never intended to become 
huge civilisations. Thus, “Prior to the population increases associated with agriculture, 


most of the world was a vast, empty place in terms of human population” and: 


“Basic human reproductive biology in a foraging context made rapid population growth 
unlikely, if not impossible. Women rarely conceive while breastfeeding, and without milk 
from domesticated animals, hunter-gatherer women typically breastfeed each child for five 
or six years. Furthermore, the demands of a mobile hunter-gatherer lifestyle make carrying 
more than one small child at a time unreasonable for a mother—even assuming lots of help 
from others. Finally, low body-fat levels result in much later menarche for hunter-gatherer 
females than for their post-agricultural sisters. Most foragers don’t start ovulating until 


their late teens, resulting in a shorter reproductive life... 


Most scholars believe that our ancestors were just setting out from Africa about fifty 
thousand years ago, entering Europe five or ten thousand years later. The first human 
footprints probably weren't left on North American soil until about twelve thousand years 
ago. During the many millennia before agriculture, the entire number of Homo sapiens on 


the planet probably never surpassed a million people.” 


There were really that Few human beings around? It seems reasonable. But, besides the 
numbers of people, we are here of course concerned to ask about the kinds of lives they 


led. And this, as we have already had cause to report, was not a “struggle to the death 
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against one another”. There was simply no reason For it, no struggle for resources which 
necessitated conflict with others over theirs or over the capture of resources formerly in 
common. In a large, almost empty, world where people moved around why would 
anyone need to Fight? (This is something else the likes of Hobbes and Malthus could not 


see, stuck in a patriarchal vision of acquisition and Forever war as they were.) Thus: 


“most foragers don’t believe themselves to be impoverished, and there's every indication 
that life wasn’t generally much of a struggle for our fire-controlling, highly intelligent 
ancestors bound together in cooperative bands. To be sure, occasional catastrophes such as 
droughts, climatic shifts, and volcanic eruptions were devastating. But most of our 
ancestors lived in a largely unpopulated world, chock-full of food. For hundreds of 
thousands of generations, the omnivore’s dilemma facing our ancestors lay in choosing 


among many culinary options.” 


No wonder, then, that Marshall Sahlins wrote that “poverty... is the invention of 
civilization” for riches are relative and a loved up community of people teeming with 
Food who have no enemies and a quiet life are hardly oppressed by their poverty. Thus, 


as Ryan and Jetha quote Sahlins: 


“Poverty is not a certain small amount of goods, nor is it just a relation between means and 
ends; above all it is a relation between people. Poverty is a social status. As such it is the 


invention of civilization.” 


This begs the question of what “wealth” actually is. Socrates imagined it “the wealth of 


nature”, suggesting that “He is richest who is content with least”. One of my inspirations, 
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Diogenes, apparently learnt from this and himself became an inspiration for the Cynic 
mentality, a Greek “school” of philosophy now known (perhaps uniquely) for actually 
eulogising poverty and valuing a life according to nature, something they regarded as 
wealth. I, of course, as a student of Diogenes (and, as we will see in some of the rest of 
this book, of Jesus of Nazareth too), Find something in this but this is not to be thought 
of as an abstract point. On the contrary, its an entirely serious political question about 
which human relations are best for us in the context of this planet and all of the life on 
it. Capitalism, by common consent, is killing it (and us) in its relations and their 
consequences. A mentality of acquisition, possession and exploitation is having its 
deleterious and disastrous effects. (Going From 1 billion to 8 billion humans in little over 
200 years has not done the planet many favours and is now seemingly entering a 
Feedback loop which will cause us significant grief in coming decades.) But what do we 
Find? The descendants of the likes of Hobbes and Malthus operate with a myth of human 
progress in which having many material goods is a goal and in which capitalistic mass 
production of anything anyone can think of to sell is civilisationally beneficial. Such 
people imagine that greed is not only good but the engine of a human society that 
progresses. Such people imagine our primitive forebears lived lives of empty and brutish 
misery — completely in error and almost certainly out of a need to project the present 
moment as the ongoing pinnacle of human achievement in a narrative of our progress 
from savages who had nothing. But they didn’t have nothing. Perhaps they even had 


everything. Perhaps “civilization” should not even be a sensible human being’s goal. 


Ryan and Jetha, as in that section of their book about sexual myths of human nature, 
argue that modern views of the human species and its imagined past are myth-soaked 


too. An example of such a myth is that your average human being (or perhaps just “man” 
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in patriarchal context) is a competitive, war-like chap who simply wants to provide for his 
own by the acquisition, possession and utilisation of whatever he can get his hands on 
(by fair means or Foul). But its worth asking the question of what you might make of 
human societies if you thought everyone was really like this (despite evidence to the 
contrary From all kinds of anthropological sources which give evidence of communities 
and societies that didn’t, and don’t, live like this at all). Imagine, then, that everyone is 
selfish and greedy. You will, | think, quickly realise that it changes your approach to life, 
and to others, as opposed to if you imagine them the kinds of people who naturally 


share with others and are cooperative. Thus, as Ryan and Jetha point out: 


“When economists base their models on their fantasies of an ‘economic man’ motivated 
only by self-interest, they forget community—the all-important web of meaning we spin 
around each other—the inescapable context within which anything truly human has taken 


place.” 


Thus, such people captured by myths of the greedy, selfish, war-like human who is only 
interested in himself (its almost always “he” For such people) forget, for example, the 
wisdom of Peter Kropotkin and his book on “mutual aid”, an observed characteristic not 
just of human beings but of all social species of life (the metaphor can even be extended 
to plants since they cooperate too). They Forget that people can help each other and 
work together. They forget that research into human responses shows that humans 
biologically respond to acts of compassion, cooperation and altruism. They forget (or 
perhaps simply ignore) any research which imagines to show or to argue that people in 


various cultures or in general periods of history, existed peacefully and cooperatively. 
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Instead, they make arguments such as Garrett Hardin once did in his essay “The Tragedy 
of the Commons” which purported to show that having things in common (which human 
beings largely did until Fairly recently in human existence since their coercive control was 
only gradually achieved, capitalism itself, which most jealously guards the principle of 
private ownership and thus privately profitable exploitation, only progressing apace 
from the seventeenth century onwards) is actually bad for everyone since (he majorly 
assumed — in error) people are selfish and their selfishness will eventually ruin everyone. 


As Ryan and Jetha then note, however: 


“As Canadian author lan Angus explains, ‘Hardin simply ignored what actually happens in a 
real commons: self regulation by the communities involved.’ Hardin missed the fact that in 
small rural communities where population density is low enough that each of the herdsmen 
knows the others (the actual case in the historical English commons and in ancestral 
foraging societies), any individual who tries to game the system is quickly found out and 
punished. Nobel Prize-winning economist Elinor Ostrom’s studies of commons management 
in small-scale communities led her to conclude that, ‘all communities have some form of 


monitoring to gird against cheating or using more than a fair share of the resource.’ 


Despite how it’s been spun by economists and others arguing against local resource 
management, the real tragedy of the commons doesn’t pose a threat to resources 
controlled by small groups of interdependent individuals. Forget the commons. We need to 
confront the tragedies of the open seas, skies, rivers, and forests. Fisheries around the 
world are collapsing because no one has the authority, power, and motivation to stop 


international fleets from strip-mining waters everybody (and thus, nobody) owns. Toxins 


636 


from Chinese smokestacks burning illegally mined Russian coal lodge in Korean lungs, while 


American cars burning Venezuelan petroleum melt glaciers in Greenland. 


What allows these chain-linked tragedies is the absence of local, personal shame. The false 
certainty that comes from... (applying) ‘the tragedy of the commons’ to pre-agricultural 
societies requires that we ignore the fine-grain contours of life in small-scale communities 
where nobody ‘could have escaped public scrutiny and judgment,’ in Rousseau’s words. 
These tragedies become inevitable only when the group size exceeds our species’ capacity 
for keeping track of one another, a point that’s come to be known as Dunbar’s number (150 


people). In primate communities, size definitely matters.” 


Ryan and Jetha are arguing that there is some sense to pre-agricultural Forms of life in 
which imagined relatively small but extremely sociable communities looked out For each 
other as a necessary precursor to the continued maintenance of the group. They are 
saying that in a world grown so large no one can keep track of everyone else things are 
almost bound to spiral off into disaster. Social bonds, in other words, matter — and the 
lack of them has inevitable effects. Put in another way, we might say that in a world 
surrounded by people who have nothing to do with you, in whom you are neither 
invested nor they in you, it is a natural consequence that you'll stop caring what happens 
to them since (so you might imagine) no outcome of your own or your group’s is 
consequent on what happens to them. Social fractures and the possibility For multiple 
partisanships (or simply a total lack of concern) breed as a consequence. It is not by 
accident that capitalism runs on a steady diet of divide and rule and that modern 
anonymity, not least online, wreaks havoc. A human being who knows everyone in their 


community and shares a common Fate with them behaves and relates differently than 
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the person who is just one more anonymous member of a global village of capitalist 
consumers in a patriarchal world of constant war and unequal concentrations of social 


and political power. 


Here an interesting point of comparison, not least for its effect on human psychology, is 
the contrast of the aforementioned primitive affluence and the modern economics of 
shortage in which mass poverty has been invented (and very few seem even remotely 
motivated to eradicate it). OF course, here its to be noted that capitalism only works by 
creating shortage (either of actual necessary resources like Food or of items it has 
invented and then advertised as “necessary” for modern life; much of capitalism is, in 
fact, creating things and then telling people their lives would be inadequate without 
them) and Functions as a deliberate manipulation of both markets and human relations 
at the macro scale. Ryan and Jetha point out, however, that this creates both a kind of 
human mentality and a kind of human behaviour. In Former times the affluent primitives 
organised their lives on the basis of an affluence of resources and their immediate 
availability to them. People today must plan for lack, account for cost and ask 
themselves how they will acquire what they imagine they need. Here it is surprising to 
note (not least since we are all bludgeoned to death with the myth that we are the most 
Fortunate, most prosperous human beings who have ever lived) that a pre-agricultural 
human likely had a far more healthy diet and a Far more healthy lifestyle than many of us 
do. Agriculture may have introduced surpluses of some goods but it did so at the 
expense of variety. Modern life For many is largely sedentary; pre-agriculturists were ALL 
champion walkers. You may enjoy your PlayStation and the wall-sized TV you've been 


induced to acquire, but what are they REALLY doing for you (or to you for that matter)? 
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And all this, of course, is before we get to the matter of politics, the organisation of 


human relations and interactions. In this context, let’s take a look at life in times past: 


“Prehistoric life involved a lot of napping. In his provocative essay ‘The Original Affluent 
Society,’ Sahlins notes that among foraging people, ‘the food quest is so successful that half 
the time the people do not seem to know what to do with themselves.’ Even Australian 
Aborigines living in apparently unforgiving and empty country had no trouble finding 
enough to eat (as well as sleeping about three hours per afternoon in addition to a full 
night’s rest). Richard Lee’s research with !Kung San bushmen of the Kalahari Desert in 
Botswana indicates that they spend only about fifteen hours per week getting food. ‘A 
woman gathers on one day enough food to feed her family for three days, and spends the 
rest of her time resting in camp, doing embroidery, visiting other camps, or entertaining 
visitors from other camps. For each day at home, kitchen routines, such as cooking, nut 
cracking, collecting firewood, and fetching water, occupy one to three hours of her time. 
This rhythm of steady work and steady leisure is maintained throughout the year.’ A day or 


two of light work followed by a day or two off. How's that sound? 


Because food is found in the surrounding environment, no one can control another's access 
to life’s necessities in hunter-gatherer society. Harris explains that in this context, 
‘Egalitarianism is ... firmly rooted in the openness of resources, the simplicity of the tools of 
production, the lack of non-transportable property, and the labile structure of the band.’ 
When you can't block people’s access to food and shelter, and you can’t stop them from 
leaving, how can you control them? The ubiquitous political egalitarianism of foraging 
people is rooted in this simple reality. Having no coercive power, leaders are simply those 


who are followed—individuals who have earned the respect of their companions. Such 


639 


‘leaders’ do not—cannot—demand anyone's obedience. This insight is not breaking news. In 
his ‘Lectures on Jurisprudence’, which was published posthumously in 1896, Adam Smith 
wrote, ‘In a nation of hunters there is properly no government at all.... [They] have agreed 
among themselves to keep together for their mutual safety, but they have no authority one 


over another.” 


We should not be surprised that all the “red in tooth and claw” types have huge 
problems with realities like this - and, not least, with their attempts to explain them 
away. Aren’t we all supposed to be selfish, war-like, competitive, acquisitive, “looking 
after number one” types? Isn’t that what we are? Perhaps this mistaken idea lies in an 
error of description; for describe “selfish” as, instead, “selForganising” and what you 
have is a different perception of the idea and, more crucially, an entirely different set of 
directions in which to take it. “Self-organising” does not have to mean everyone is (or 
should be) a bastard unconcerned about their neighbour. “Self-organising” does not have 
to mean “looking out For myself at the expense of others”. “SelF-organising” is not Forced 
to mean “conflictual and always looking to deprive someone of something that could be 
mine”. “Self-organising”, in fact, does not have to insist that everyone is “selfish” 
regardless of any and all evidence to the contrary, including the vast evidence of human 
beings acting in cooperation and according to principles of mutual aid, as is observed in 
many other species of life too. There quite simply have been, are, and could be Forms of 
life in which being “self-organising” would be entirely advantageous but in which being 
“selfish” would be entirely destructive. We must distinguish between the two. 
Selfishness, if it ever works at all in the long run, has much less to offer, and much Fewer 


directions to go in, than self-organisation. 
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Thus we may note that foragers are usually found to possess a necessary self- 
organisation (earlier, of course, | have noted that biologists regard this as a basic 
attribute of all life in general) as well as an egalitarianism that necessarily goes with it. 
“Selfishness” would preclude the latter but foragers are apparently (and so, presumably, 
should always be) noted for insisting on it and “obsessively” and “universally” refusing 
“the authority of others”. In this way we can say they operate relationally in systems 
which have the nature of a socially enforced egalitarianism — in that each member of the 
society insists on an egalitarian relation with and between their Fellows. This, in Fact, is 
the only way the system can work. Selfishness would destroy it and create inequalities 
and imbalances of resources and of power (which agriculture and, eventually, capitalism 
did historically with increasingly destructive effect). An egalitarian whole would then 
collapse into a war of all against all. A selF-organising and cooperative social entity would 


then become atomised individuals wielding their selfish desires for personal gain. 


This inspires a moment of insight, it seems to me. We in the West have been taught, 
likely over centuries, that we are the pinnacle of human achievement. This civilisation, of 
all civilisations, is the best, the one that encompasses and carries out all the supreme 
desires of human existence. Consequently, the past was dark and certainly worse. If, for 
example, you listen to the empty and puffed up waffle of someone like Stephen Pinker 
you will be told, in so many words, of a rise From poor and violent savagery to modern 
and prosperous peace. But what if this story is a load of bullshit? What if modern 
propagandists for capitalist dominance and rapacious patriarchal exploitation have got 
the story ass backwards? What if the ancients had the real riches and we have only 


systematically withheld them from increasing numbers of people in societies of 
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selfishness rather than societies of egalitarian self-organisation? As Ryan and Jetha put 


this, leading to my own speculation just described: 


“What if—thanks to the combined effects of very low population density, a highly 
omnivorous digestive system, our uniquely elevated social intelligence, institutionalized 
sharing of food, casually promiscuous sexuality leading to generalized child care, and group 
defense—human prehistory was in fact a time of relative peace and prosperity? If not a 
‘Golden Age,’ then at least a ‘Silver Age’ (‘Bronze Age’ being taken)? Without falling into 
dreamy visions of paradise, can we—dare we—consider the possibility that our ancestors 
lived in a world where for most people, on most days, there was enough for everyone? By 
now, everyone knows ‘there’s no free lunch.’ But what would it mean if our species evolved 
in a world where every lunch was free? How would our appreciation of prehistory (and 
consequently, of ourselves) change if we saw that our journey began in leisure and plenty, 


only veering into misery, scarcity, and ruthless competition a hundred centuries ago?” 
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Difficult as it may be for some to accept, skeletal evidence clearly shows that our ancestors 
didn’t experience widespread, chronic scarcity until the advent of agriculture. Chronic food 
shortages and scarcity-based economies are artifacts of social systems that arose with 
farming. In his introduction to ‘Limited Wants, Unlimited Means’, Gowdy points to the 
central irony: ‘Hunter-gatherers ... spent their abundant leisure time eating, drinking, 


playing, socializing—in short, doing the very things we associate with affluence.’ 


Despite no solid evidence to support it, the public hears little to dispute th[e] apocalyptic 
vision of prehistory. The sense of human nature intrinsic to Western economic theory is 
mistaken. The notion that humans are driven only by self-interest is, in Gowdy’s words, ‘a 
microscopically small minority view among the tens of thousands of cultures that have 
existed since Homo Sapiens emerged some 200,000 years ago.’ For the vast majority of 
human generations that have ever lived, it would have been unthinkable to hoard food 
when those around you were hungry. ‘The hunter-gatherer,’ writes Gowdy, ‘represents 


uneconomic man.” 


Thus, | take it as a serious proposition that the pre-agricultural societies that Ryan and 
Jetha imagine were, in several ways, BETTER OFF than we are now. They had a primitive, 
but no less real, affluence. This affluence was political and sexual as well as of a kind 
more material. It was based in a personal and social freedom most of us could now only 
dream of for such freedoms, as Graeber and Wengrow note in their own “Dawn”, have 
been seriously and deliberately curtailed in order to achieve the utopia/dystopia (take 
your pick) you might imagine we now inhabit. Doesn’t “a world where every lunch is Free” 
sound better? Isn’t a world where sex with multiple partners is both available and 


reinforcing of society an improvement? Isn’t daily hanging with your mates in your 
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abundant leisure time an ideal? IF you think it is, then you may be moved to consider that 
human beings — who are fundamentally their relations — have not actually been 
progressing through time at all but retrogressing — and “civilisation” may then become a 
tale of the increasing incarceration, centralised control and inequality of human beings 
(with a possible anthropogenic “mass extinction event” still to come), the rise of 
coerced, domesticated and exploited “Man” — homo incarceratus — that is now kept in an 
artificial poverty and a hierarchical and moralistic environment with a consequent and 


distinct lack of either the personal or social Freedoms and abundance they once knew. 


But let us move on from this to Ryan and Jetha’s discussion of human bodies and what 
they can tell us about our evolution and so ourselves. This discussion takes place in parts 
Four and Five of Sex At Dawn which conclude the book. These, once again, centre around 
the epochal change in human existence from subsistence to acquisitional living that 
came with the move from foraging to agriculture. Although this may not have been an 
overnight and universal movement, as Graeber and Wengrow suggest in The Dawn of 
Everything, arguing that there were cultures who “played” with farming For centuries and 
even went back and forth with Farming at different times of year, it was certainly a 
consequential one, one which led to different social and cultural possibilities. Ryan and 
Jetha, for example, say that “the cultural conditions necessary for some males to 
accumulate sufficient political power and wealth to support multiple wives and their 
children simply did not exist before agriculture.” Hilde Goettner-Abendroth would also 
agree with this, from her matriarchal perspective, if pre-agricultural communities were 
simply more woman-centred and more egalitarian as necessities of the wandering life 


people are then assumed to have lived. 
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Ryan and Jetha, however, here want to talk about the relative body size of males and 
Females (so-called “body-size dimorphism”) and the relation of this to “male competition 
over mating”. This is relevant to Ryan and Jetha’s thesis as a whole because that thesis is 


one of sexual abundance where no one needed to fight for anything. So: 


“Among mammals generally and particularly among primates, body-size dimorphism is 
correlated with male competition over mating. In winner-take-all mating systems where 
males compete with each other over infrequent mating opportunities, the larger, stronger 
males tend to win... and take all. The biggest, baddest gorillas, for example, will pass genes 
for bigness and badness into the next generation, thus leading to ever bigger, badder male 


gorillas—until the increased size eventually runs into another factor limiting this growth. 


On the other hand, in species with little struggle over females, there is less biological 
imperative for the males to evolve larger, stronger bodies, so they generally don’t. That's 


why the sexually monogamous gibbons are virtually identical in size.” 


Long story short, human body-size dimorphism is, at best, moderate and so is not 
indicative of millennia of males Fighting over females to secure the best mates (which 
would have its effects in evolutionary terms). In turn, this does not speak to any 
prejudiced agenda of the ancient origins of monogamy as the nature of our species or, 
indeed, its habitual practice (which Ryan and Jetha have already done much in their book 
to upset anyway). So it is to be gravely doubted that human beings were a historically, 
always and forever, pair-bonded species and polygamy, polyandry and promiscuity are by 
no means the morally dubious activities of an “unnatural” race. This is Further supported 


by circumstantial evidence if we look at our two closest animal relatives, the chimp and 
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the bonobo, which have a similar body-size dimorphism to our own. Both are 
promiscuous creatures and, in reality, exhibit similar sexual proclivities which are to be 
described as at odds with monogamy. In Ryan and Jetha’s Further argumentation down 
this path we come to what they call “sperm competition” - which is not the political 
competition of males fighting over females, with the resulting social and political 
Formations that must create, but a politically promiscuous sexuality where human bodies 


play their part in an internal (literally!) competition for successful mating. Thus: 


“IE seems men weren't fighting much over dates for the past few million years (until 
agriculture), but that doesn’t mean Darwin was wrong about male sexual competition 
being of crucial importance in human evolution. Even among bonobos, who experience little 
to no overt conflict over sex, Darwinian selection takes place, but on a level Darwin himself 
probably never considered—or dared discuss publicly, anyway. Rather than male bonobos 
competing to see who gets lucky, they all get lucky, and then let their spermatozoa fight it 
out. Otto Winge, who was working with guppies in the 1930s, coined the term sperm 
competition. Geoffrey Parker, studying the decidedly unglamorous yellow dungfly, later 


refined the concept. 


The idea is simple. If the sperm of more than one male are present in the reproductive tract 
of an ovulating female, the spermatozoa themselves compete to fertilize the ovum. 
Females of species that engage in sperm competition typically have various tricks to 
advertise their fertility, thereby inviting more competitors. Their provocations range from 
sexy vocalizations or scents to genital swellings that turn every shade of lipstick red from 
Berry Sexy to Rouge Soleil. The process is something of a lottery, where the male with the 


most tickets has the best shot at winning (hence, the chimp and bonobo’s huge sperm- 
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production capabilities). It’s also an obstacle course, with the female's body providing 
various types of hoops to jump through and moats to swim across to reach the egg—thus 
eliminating unworthy sperm. Some researchers argue that the competition is more like 
rugby, with various sperm forming ‘teams’ with specialized blockers, runners, and so on. 


Sperm competition takes many forms.” 


Another Factor here is, to be blunt, the size of your balls - your species’ balls that is — for 
this too relates to the degree of sperm competition in any given species. Basically here 
the more your species wants to get busy, the bigger the balls it needs. Here gorillas, 
huge beasts which fight amongst themselves to procure impregnation rights the losers 
will not get, have tiny balls the size of kidney beans. Humans, however, and as you may 


have noticed, have relatively large swinging ball sacks and about this Ryan and Jetha say: 


“If a species has cojones grandes, you can bet that males have frequent ejaculations with 
females who sleep around. Where the females save it for Mr. Right, the males have smaller 
testes, relative to their overall body mass. The correlation of slutty females with big balled 
males appears to apply not only to humans and other primates, but to many mammals, as 


well as to birds, butterflies, reptiles, and fish. 


In gorillas’ winner-take-all approach to mating, males compete to see who gets all the 
booty, as it were. So, although an adult silverback gorilla weighs in at around four hundred 
pounds, his penis is just over an inch long, at full mast, and his testicles are the size of 
kidney beans, though you'd have trouble finding them, as they're safely tucked up inside his 
body. A one-hundred-pound bonobo has a penis three times as long as the gorilla’s and 


testicles the size of chicken eggs. The extra-large, AAA type. In bonobos, since everybody 


647 


gets some sugar, the competition takes place on the level of the sperm cell, not at the level 
of the individual male. Still, although almost all bonobos are having sex, given the realities 


of biological reproduction, each baby bonobo still has only one biological father. 


So the game’s still the same—getting one’s genes into the future—but the field of play is 
different. With harem-based polygynous systems like the gorilla’s, individual males fight it 
out before any sex takes place. In sperm competition, the cells fight in there so males don’t 
have to fight out here. Instead, males can relax around one another, allowing larger group 
sizes, enhancing cooperation, and avoiding disruption to the social dynamic. This helps 
explain why no primate living in multi-male social groups is monogamous. /t just wouldn’t 


work.” 


So what we can see here is that evolution itself, as a process of adaption to environment 
that is not knowing, deliberate or goal-based, has had its own effects on the human 
species and how that species would best work together. This species then itself has 
bodies adapted to promiscuity and abundant levels of socio-sexual interaction. It is 
literally built into our sexual and reproductive practices and is part of our biological 
Function. Its not based on a politics of conquest and the acquisition of women, although 
it does not stop us from becoming those who politically engage in this anyway, but is 
based on a natural promiscuity which human bodies, in the adaptation of their very Form, 
resolve to their own satisfaction. The Form and behaviour of these bodies involves male 
sperm that is chemically different in each spurt in order to attack other sperm that may 
be present in a woman's vaginal tract or to defend itself from later sperm that comes 
along after it, a female reproductive system which essentially “Filters” sperm to find 


what it regards as the best match for that woman’s particular body (a woman's body 
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initially detects sperm as an enemy and releases chemicals to repel it so that only the 
most robust and compatible will make it Further along into the process of fertilizing an 
egg; Ryan and Jetha add that “There is striking evidence that the Female reproductive 
system is capable of making subtle judgments based upon the chemical signature of 
different men’s sperm cells”), a male penis which is designed in such a way as it may clear 
out sperm already deposited by another (the shape of the penis head produces a 
vacuum on penetration which creates suction on the reverse thrust!) before replacing it 
with its own, and a female participant who often announces what she is doing by 
producing loud sex noises which expose her to possible wider attention and interest. All 
this results in a reproductive system and practice overall which, taking these and other 
Factors into consideration, is clearly based as a whole on the (quite evolutionarily blind) 
notion of multiple insemination of promiscuous Females (in which men are biologically 
equipped to advance their own claims to their best advantage in an internal, biological 
battle) with Female bodies designed to choose between alternative sources of 
insemination. Of course, this mandates no woman to herself welcome, or even 
encourage, multiple sources of insemination, but the history of the body’s evolution 
speaks its own message of adaptation nevertheless. This conclusion, however, once 


again runs afoul of dominant (and quite arbitrary and inaccurate) cultural narratives: 


“The scandalous implications of sperm competition run smack into the long-held view of 
sacrosanct female sexuality. It’s a vision Darwin cultivated in public consciousness, 
featuring coy females who surrender only to a carefully chosen mate who has proven 
himself worthy—and even then, she’s only doing it for England. ‘The sexually insatiable 
woman,’ declared a terrified Donald Symons, ‘is to be found primarily, if not exclusively, in 


the ideology of feminism, the hopes of boys, and the fears of men.’ Perhaps, but Marvin 
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Harris offers a different take, writing, ‘Like all dominant groups, men seek to promote an 
image of their subordinate’s nature that contributes to the preservation of the status quo. 
For thousands of years, males have seen women not as women could be, but only as males 


want them to be.’ 


Despite all the controversy, there is no question as to whether sperm competition occurs in 
human reproduction. It does—every time. A single human ejaculate contains anywhere 
from fifty million to half a billion applicants all trying to elbow their way into the only job 
available: fertilizer in chief. The relevant question is whether those applicants are 
competing against only each other, or billions more eager job-seekers sent by other men as 


well.” 


Why, we might then ask, would sperm be of such a nature and function that they were 
active combatants in a sperm war unless there had been reason to adapt to such a 
situation? Why would a woman’s reproductive system actively filter sperm, choosing the 
best one For it from multiple sources, so that only a certain kind could prevail if she was 
only supposed to find “the one” and then live happily ever after? Our evolution is here 
telling on our past (and our functioning). And this is before we can report on 


experiments which seem to suggest that sperm competition is arousing to men: 


“(there is) experimental evidence that men viewing erotic material suggestive of sperm 


competition (wo men with one woman) produce ejaculates containing a higher percentage 


of motile sperm than men viewing explicit images of only three women.” 
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Men seem not to mind the idea (indeed, Ryan and Jetha argue its quite common) that 
many of them might have sex with, and impregnate, the same woman at the same time: 
their bodies even prepare For it! Is this a cultural, or even a genetic, memory of a past 
life? Are those big man balls —- that Ryan and Jetha amusingly describe as “like a spare 
refrigerator in the garage just for beer” that are waiting for a spontaneous party to 
break out — evidence of our adaptation to a promiscuous sexuality based on multiple 
insemination of available women and an internal sperm war — but without this being in 
any way exploitative or immoral? And, more to the point, is an imposed, political and 


dogmatic monogamy Flying in the face of all of this? Ryan and Jetha write: 


“There is a wide world of evidence that human sexual activity goes far beyond what's 
needed for reproduction. While the social function of sex is now seen mainly in terms of 
maintaining the nuclear family, this is far from the only way societies channel human sexual 


energies to promote social stability. 


Coming in at hundreds or thousands of copulations per child born, human beings out- 
copulate even chimpanzees and bonobos—and are far beyond gorillas and gibbons. When 
the average duration of each copulation is factored in, the sheer amount of time spent in 
sexual activity by human beings easily surpasses that of any other primate—even if we 


agree to ignore all our fantasizing, dreaming, and masturbating. 


The evidence that sperm competition played a role in human evolution is simply 
overwhelming. In the words of one researcher, ‘Without sperm warfare during human 
evolution, men would have tiny genitals and produce few sperm.... There would be no 


thrusting during intercourse, no sex dreams or fantasies, no masturbation, and we would 
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each feel like having intercourse only a dozen or so times in our entire lives.... Sex and 
society, art and literature—in fact, the whole of human culture—would be different.’ We 
can add to this list the fact that men and women would be the same height and weight (if 


monogamous) or that men would likely be twice the size of women (if polygynous).” 


So how do you like them apples? The fact is humans are a far more sexual, and sexually 
interested, species than is required for reproduction alone (Ryan and Jetha report 
“testicular volume and libido far beyond what's needed for monogamous or polygynous 
mating”, For example). The suspicion must then be that human beings use sexuality for 
far more than just replacing themselves. This point, in turn, speaks to the compatibility 
of human beings sexually (Ryan and Jetha concentrate here on heterosexually dimorphic 
ways but also note that “sex has long served many crucial Functions for Homo Sapiens, 
with reproduction being only the most obvious among them”) with obvious and often 
remarked differences such as a man’s short attention span — which rapidly disappears 
post-orgasm — and a woman's much longer and mulkti-orgasmic appreciation of a sexual 
experience being to the fore. Why would evolution create a dimorphic species in which 
one half wanted “Wham, bam, thank you ma’am” and the other half required a much 


more lengthy and drawn out experience? Or, to put this another way: 


“This symmetry of dual disappointment illustrates the almost comical incompatibility 
between men’s and women’s sexual response in the context of monogamous mating. You 
have to wonder: if men and women evolved together in sexually monogamous couples for 
millions of years, how did we end up being so incompatible? It’s as if we've been sitting 


down to dinner together, millennium after millennium, but half of us can’t help wolfing 
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everything down in a few frantic, sloppy minutes, while the other half are still setting the 


table and lighting candles.” 


Ryan and Jetha, of course, hit upon an answer (as | hope any switched on readers were 
already shouting out as they read anyway) which is that “these flagrantly maladjusted 
sexual responses make far more sense when viewed as relics of our having evolved in 


promiscuous groups.” Thus: 


“150 years after ‘On the Origin of Species’ was published (in a highly moralistic Victorian 
England), isn’t it time to accept that our ancestors evolved along a sexual trajectory similar 
to that of our two highly social, very intelligent, closely related primate cousins? With any 
other question we have about the origins of human behavior, we look to chimps and 
bonobos for important clues: language, tool use, political alliances, war, reconciliation, 
altruism ... but when it comes to sex, we prudishly turn away from these models to the 


distantly related, antisocial, low-!.Q. but monogamous gibbon? Really?” 


The charge, as yet unarticulated in so many words in relation to these discussions in Sex 
At Dawn, is that morals are dictating the vision of reality people both imagine and are 
allowed to imagine. We can’t imagine a promiscuous or sexually obsessed or maintained 
human race because that is immoral and therefore neither allowed nor encouraged. \t 
doesn’t matter what the facts are here (such as a Few past centuries of female horniness 
described as “hysteria” with the cure being masturbation of the Female patient but 
nothing said about it because women were medically imagined to be next to frigid), or 
whatever other research may suggest (or other actually existing peoples may live out 


daily) because here morals create the acceptable Facts. Why do we live under patriarchy 
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and capitalism beset by myths of our species as eternally at war and so in need of 
authoritarian control? Because our moral and intellectual narratives tell us that its so 
and, mostly, no one even bothers to imagine anything else. IF and when they do, as in the 
case of Ryan and Jetha or Graeber and Wengrow or various biologists, sociologists, 
psychologists and anthropologists that | have used as sources in this book, they are 
denounced as partisans, naive or simply flat wrong — not based on discussion of the 
evidence but based on moral and intellectual arguments not Far removed from accepted 
and cherished dogmas. In anti-trans discourse, for example, you don’t get a nuanced 
discussion of human diversity; you get “there are only two sexes. Anything else is denial 
and Fantasy.” What we have here from Ryan and Jetha, however, is an even bigger, and 


equally controversial, claim: humanity became adapted to cooperative promiscuity. 


This, of course, is only a problem in a world of moral control and moral outrage. In sucha 
world, female horniness can be historically decried as pathological if it is even 
acknowledged to be of sexual origin at all. In such a world, masturbation, as we have 
seen earlier and as Ryan and Jetha highlight again, can be seen as either sin or pathology 
but, either way, as a serious social problem rather than as a personal dealing with a 
sexual element of a being’s own personal constitution. In many such moral jurisdictions 
sex is thought of as at least dirty - and so possibly polluting. One should certainly not 
talk about it even if one cannot stop thinking about it. IF it must be done one can be sure 
that there will be but one context in which it is found acceptable - heterosexual 
marriage — and one should not mention this regardless. Such an anti-sex mentality is a 
serious social and political phenomenon which, in historical Fact, has brought, and still 
brings, misery to many (which, for the squeamish, has included mutilation of male and 


Female genitalia — including of children — to discourage touching oneself). It does this 
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despite (or more likely because) it is almost a total stranger to any sexual Facts or reality. 
Sexual desire in many jurisdictions is, to this day, vilified and problematised in and From 
totally dogmatic ignorance — and there is no obvious reason why outside of an 
authoritarian and controlling need to police and arbitrate the desires, bodies and 


relations of others. So, for example, Ryan and Jetha, in just one passage, write: 


“Before the war on drugs, the war on terror, or the war on cancer, there was the war on 
female sexual desire. It’s a war that has been raging far longer than any other, and its 
victims number well into the billions by now. Like the others, it’s a war that can never be 
won, as the declared enemy is a force of nature. We may as well declare war on the cycles 


of the moon.” 


Ryan and Jetha describe this war, often, in patriarchal context, now against women but 
not always neglectful of men either, as “this ongoing struggle between what is and what 
many post-agricultural patriarchal societies insist must be” — and that is exactly the 
situation. Although such people often rhetorically insist they are engaged in a war for 
reality (as we saw with Helen Joyce and Kathleen Stock), it is most definitely a war 
against or in denial of reality: for REALITY would be leaving things alone to happen as 
they may: but all these latter day puritans want to do is gerrymander the entirety of 
human relations (in the favour of their own moral and political dogmas). The trans 
situation is yet again a prime example. Cold hard realists insist there are but two sexes: 
one can be A or B but nothing else For A and B are the only possibilities. But if this is true 
why don’t such Faux-realists leave it at that? IF no one can be anything else but A or B no 
matter what they do then there’s nothing to Fear. But such Faux-realists know this is not 


true and that other possibilities do exist. That’s why they act in increasingly desperate 
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political and authoritarian ways. Its also why fellow travellers try to ban abortions, 
outlaw gays, lesbians and bisexuals, and even denounce cross-dressing. Its also why they 
harass sex workers and try to make sex as an economic prospect or system of exchange 
completely unviable. They know reality is more diverse than their stunted imaginations 
and their immediate impulse is to deny and eradicate the undesired diversity. The charge 


must then be, as Ryan and Jetha say in the final part of their book, that: 


“We aren't designed to make each other miserable. This (conservative) view holds evolution 
responsible for the mismatch between our evolved predispositions and the post-agricultural 
socioeconomic world we find ourselves in. The assertion that human beings are naturally 
monogamous is not just a lie; it’s a lie most Western societies insist we keep telling each 


other.” 


Ryan and Jetha, who may equally have added here that human beings exist in multiple 
variations of sexual and gendered diversity and desire, then go on to discuss a woman's 
“erotic plasticity” (her amenity, relative to male erotic formation, to differing erotic 
combinations, scenarios or possibilities) but also the conservative puritan’s bizarre 
insistence that, before a legally defined age of consent, human beings — in general and in 
sum —are entirely devoid of sexual Feeling or interest (and must absolutely be kept that 
way lest they not fall prey to what | recently, and jaw-droppingly, saw described by one 
such person as “adultification”). In this latter case it seems to be irrelevant, although I’m 
sure such people neither know nor care, that “Cultures that don’t interfere in the 
physical bonding between mother and child or prohibit the expression of adolescent 
sexuality show far lower levels of violence—both between individuals and between 


societies.” Sexual urges and their satisfaction and the formation of free human relations 
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are part of being human and so do not just have consequences for, or relevance to, 
sexual matters — as any sexually frustrated person will surely show you. As a 


consequence: 


“While American society twists itself into positions no yoga master could hold (Britney 
Spears was a vocal virgin while pole-dancing in bikinis on TV?), other societies ritualize and 
seek to structure adolescent sexuality in positive ways. Mangaian youth are encouraged to 
have sex with one another, with particular emphasis on the young men learning to control 
themselves and take pride in the pleasure they can provide a woman. The Muria of central 
India set up adolescent dormitories (called ghotuls), where adolescents are free to sleep 
together, away from concerned parents. In the ghotul, the young people are encouraged to 
experiment with different partners, as it’s considered unwise to become too attached to a 


single partner at this phase of life. 


If we accept that our species is and always has been optimized for a highly sexual life and 
that adolescent boys are especially primed for action, why should we be surprised by the 


explosions of destructive frustration that result from the thwarting of this primal drive?” 


9) This is a good point but, at this point, its also the point | must lay off discussing Sex At 
Dawn, slightly prematurely, since it seems to me Ryan and Jetha’s case for a 
promiscuous, socio-erotic and cooperative human species is well made on 
anthropological, biological, historical and evolutionary grounds. So | turn, instead, to the 
political and sexual thought of anarchist Emma Goldman, one motivated in her own life 
to put each of these in the context of the other and to put the whole in the context of an 


indivisible social and personal freedom. In her life and oratory Goldman fought for both 
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sexual independence for people of all genders but also political freedom to organise 
oneself, with whomsoever one chose, as one desired — in what might now be described 
as a desire to grab back some of that primitive Freedom every human being once had 
some thousands of years ago. For Goldman, as we will see, there was no distinction to be 
made here between the two: sexual freedom and political Freedom went together and 
were co-constitutive of a complete human freedom that was a pre-determined goal, an 
ever-present desire and an existential need, one, consequently, which was acted out in 
one’s direct action even as one daily desired its greater reality and effects in the social 


and political environment. 


Those aware of my two previous volumes — Black Void and Black Flag - will know that 
Emma Goldman has become something of an example for me. Her “anarchafeminism” — 
which is to say her interest in combining sexual and gendered freedom with a wider 
political Freedom — is something | keep coming back to. Emma Goldman speaks to me of 
a deep authenticity in these matters, an authenticity which braved hostile crowds, police 
aggression, several court rooms, imprisonment and even deportation. Goldman was 
Fighting all her adult life against the powers that be — material, intellectual and moral - 
and always with an authenticity | Find magnetic. What is perhaps not so known is that she 
was an avid reader of sexological literature, someone well acquainted with the works of 
Krafft-Ebing, Havelock Ellis, Freud, Edward Carpenter and Magnus Hirschfeld, the last of 
whom she had occasion to write to and in which correspondence she demonstrated her 
knowledge of, and belief in, “variations and gradations of gender”. Goldman always 
thought of her anarchism as in cahoots with all thought that was at the cutting edge of 
human knowledge and so she imagined that the new science of sexology was something 


a more traditional and moralistic mainstream would have to get used to. 
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Emma Goldman has been noted as a person Fundamentally (and politically) concerned 
with sex (in both its regular English meanings) and in an undated and fragmentary essay 
she clearly never completed, titled “The Element of Sex in Life”, she shows this when she 


calls sex “the most elemental Force in human life”. She continues: 


“our simplest actions are entirely dependent upon our sexual impulses. The dissimulation 
imposed by long moral restraint prevented us from recognizing this fundamental truth. But 
since it is impossible to resist such a powerful natural force with impunity, most people 


were becoming more or less insane.” 


This raises a point we will find throughout Goldman’s literary and oratorical traces: the 
naturalness of sex opposed by the artificiality of controlling “morality”. This induces the 
morally brow-beaten society to a destructive inauthenticity which has wider effects as it 
denies, sublimates and frustrates what is constitutive of it (i.e. sexual desires and 
relations). (Goldman references Freud in this respect who, readers may remember From 
an earlier chapter, argued that each of us are possessed of sexual drives From birth.) 
Goldman consequently refers to “the sex impulse” in this essay as “the great 
psychological motive Force of humanity” in words reminiscent of Krafft-Ebing as well. 


Thus: 


“Sex is a primary biological function of all life above the lowest. Its characters and qualities 
have an ancient lineage. Its impulse is as real as is the force which makes the tides to ebb 
and flow. It has profoundly influenced structure and behavior. It is a fundamental element 
of all higher life, its external characters a neat advertising dodge of nature by which she 


sells her wares and thereby insures her family. 
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To sex we owe more than poetry; we owe the song of birds, all vocal music and the voice 
itself, the plumage that comes to supreme glory in the bird of paradise, the mane of the 
lion, the blush of the maiden, the beard of man, and all higher forms of life in plant and 
animal worlds. It is woven into every fabric of human life and lays its fingers on every 
custom. To the debit side of the sex account we must charge many silly stupidities and some 
of the foulest injustices which go to make the thing we call human culture the amazing and 


variegated mosaic that it is. 


We are more enlightened than we were, but we have not yet reached the stage where the 
mere mention of sex will not provoke someone to respond with a reproach or an insult. 
Whole blocks on Main Street assume that ‘sex knowledge’ is of questionable propriety, or, 
at best, to be kept dark in ‘doctor books’ or regarded as the banal possession of the frankly 
shameless. As a result, most pseudo-scientific ‘sex’ literature slops over into the emotions 
and lets facts alone, or presents facts under disguises. Much of it has no biological 
background or anything of the laws of life, which govern man no less than every living 
thing. It is fear (sometimes called ‘reverence’) that makes us ‘let sex alone.’ It is mock 
modesty and foolish shame, masquerading under the name ‘decency,’ that compels 
museums to clothe marble fauns and cover Joves and bronze Cupids with plaster-of-Paris 
fig leaves, often awry or nicked at the corner. Much mawkishness is abroad on the question 


of sex. 


Man is ‘high,’ animals are ‘low’—without minds and of course can have no ‘souls.’ We have. 
Ours is a ‘divine’ parentage. Hence art, from Phidian sculpture to sophomoric poem, tends 
to the greater glory of man: men and women more like goddesses; gods and goddesses 


glorified men and women. 
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And so it came about that the commonest thing in nature next to keeping alive became 


invested with the sanctity of heaven.” 


| hope you are getting Emma Goldman’s sense of sex here — for her the most natural and 
every day, normal, regular and down-to-earth thing in the world — but being turned into 
something hidden, shameful, even disgusting, by the moralists Goldman saw all her life 
as the enemies of society. Sex, as we can see here for Goldman, is not just to her a 
matter of reproduction or even intimate love but is a truly social and cultural force. 
Consequently (and Following Freud as well as others), Goldman thinks sexuality begins at 


birth and ends at death, with the consequent reality of childhood sexuality: 


“All the modern writers on sex have proven that the old notion of sex as beginning with 
puberty is false. The sex impulse like all our impulses begins at birth and ends with death. 
Though in opposition to other animals, man cannot interpret his sexual appetites by action 
before the end of a respectable number of years (a wonderful cause of nervous disorders 
from which animals faithful to the periodic returns of sexual excitement are free), it 
nonetheless seems as though there was an awakening of sexuality in him from the earliest 
days of his life; for Freud and his school, sexual ideas come into being at the time the child is 


given the breast. 


It seems it is not alone the sensation of the satisfaction of appetite which impels the new- 
born child to seize the breast of his mother or nurse. In this little shapeless ball, in whom 
the whole range of sensations has not yet come into being, a special, anticipatory 
imagination causes the pleasure of satisfied appetites to be already complicated by a more 


specialized enjoyment. 
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And late it will be from the earliest years that the child's imagination is turned towards 
sexual images. Isolated from the world, knowing as yet nothing but family life, already 
possessed of desires which nature will not allow him to satisfy till a distant future, the child 
will turn his sexual imagination towards the nearest objects, the only ones which he can 
have in sight. There will be in early infancy an imaginative crisis which will often have a 


distant reaction upon the sentimental life of the adule. 


Psychologists ask us to note: 


That the sexual development of the child may take place in three ways: 


(1) Appearance of the first phenomena at the very time of birth; 

(2) Crisis in later infancy, from four to seven years old, with inversion of normal sentiments, 
incest, etc; 

(3) Crisis of puberty, from about ten to fourteen years of age, followed by a return of the 


sensations to normal channels. 


These psychological manifestations are, no doubt, closely connected with modifications of 
the internal secretion organs, and, in particular, with sexual development, which is only one 


department of these glandular activities. 


Formerly all these manifestations were met with dense ignorance and stupidity. Over and 
over again, mothers have whipped and still whip their hapless children when they see the 
least manifestation of sex. Or they terrorize them and put the stigma of depravity on their 


children. | could cite hundreds of examples from my own experience as a trained nurse.” 
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Here we begin to get an inkling of Goldman's attitude towards the awakening of 
sexuality in the conscious adolescent and pre-adolescent mind and body and it is not in 
the least bit puritanical. Goldman does not to the slightest degree imagine that sex is 
ever something “dirty”, that touching one’s genitals is disgusting or disgraceful or that 
demonstrating sexual motivations is shameful. For Goldman, we are sexual beings — and 
why should we be embarrassed by that? For her, this must be Faced with honesty and 
authenticity For such impulses not only drive us - but they also drive the whole of human 


relations and have cultural and social effects. However: 


“Society demands that the young adult man and woman (especially woman) shall repress 
the sex-impulse for a number of years—often for the whole of their life. The thwarting of 
such an instinctive urge cannot be achieved in the normal person without interference with 
health—all sorts of mental and physical disorders may result; and often the impulse, too 


strong to be thwarted, finds an outlet in some infantile and perverse channel.” 


The point of note here is that Goldman recognises that there is no consequenceless 
sublimation of the sexual constituents of human beings and human society. Such living 
material Forces must have their effects, be they positive or negative, be they enjoyment 
or misery, be they constructive or destructive. Goldman seems to imagine that 
“perversity” is encouraged by sublimating sex, by frustrating its natural course, 
development and expression, rather than by leaving it to its honest path. Indeed, in 
general terms, and addressing the most regular expression of sexuality in heterosexual 
coupling via marriage (which | will come to specifically shortly since Goldman was no fan 


of marriage at all), Goldman thinks that a negative attitude towards sex in general 
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(which issues socially in moral condemnations of any outward expressions of sex) leads 


to just such destructive and artificial phenomena: 


“In point of truth, many wives dare not give themselves to the uttermost for fear that their 
husbands would find them too aggressive, lacking in the right kind of femininity. Most men 
are brought up to believe that woman must be taken and not give herself gladly and 
joyously in love and passion. That also prevents the more sensitive of the male species to 
give themselves freely—they are afraid to outrage and shock the sensibilities and innocence 
of their wives. You would be surprised how frequent wives do feel shocked and outraged. 
Laura, the wife of the captain in Strindberg’s ‘Father,’ gives us the key to the thoughts and 
feelings of a great many women. She tells her husband, ‘When | first came into your life | 
was like a second mother to you. | loved you like my child. But when the nature of your 
feelings changed and you appeared as my lover, | blushed and your embrace was joy that 
was followed by remorseful conscience as if my blood were ashamed.’ That is the tragedy of 


many women.” 


Consequently, Goldman condemns the idea that people — even loving couples — are made 
ashamed to be sexual by a conservative, puritanical and moralistic approach to sex as a 
whole. Goldman, however, knows very well (not least from her own fascinating sexual 
life which | cannot go into here but which is referenced in more detail in chapter 6 of 
Black Flag which is a mini intellectual and political biography of Goldman's life and 
motivations) that “sex is more powerful than decisions” even while she knows that the 
moralists in society — primarily For religious reasons — wish to do everything in their 
power (including physical punishments and barbaric excisions) to frustrate this truth. For 


Goldman, however, the base fact is the physiological realities of ubiquitous sexuality 
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rather than the morals of religionists. Consequently, she can write (seemingly quoting 


Nietzsche, of whom she was similarly an avid reader and student): 


“To annihilate passions and desires merely in order to obviate their folly and its unpleasant 
results appears to us at present as an acute form of folly. The church fights against passion 
with excision in every sense, its practice, its ‘cure,’ its castrations, it never asks, ‘how to 
spiritualize, beautify, and deify a desire?’—it has, at all times, laid the emphasis of discipline 
upon extermination (of sensuality, of pride, and ambition.)— But to attack the passions at 


the root means to attack life itself at the root: the praxis of the church is inimical to life...” 


This is a very Nietzschean conclusion (in that Nietzsche was a very biologistic 
philosopher of life Forces) and here Goldman shows its amenability to her as well. Thus, 


Goldman’s view that: 


“Sexual activity is not an isolated act—it is a general experience motivating and affecting 
personality. Out of the total personal reaction emerge ideas of romance and beauty, 
exaltation and peacefulness, devotion and slavish idealization; or, a sense of sacrifice, 
tumult, humiliation, shame, anxiety, a desire for self-punishment, or a self-accepted 


weakness, failure and inadequacy.” 


Goldman then seems to imagine that our approach to sexuality is itself indicative of our 
sociological and psychological approaches to life itself. Its importance, consequently, 
cannot be overstated. Indeed, here Goldman can demonstrate that, For her, sex is indeed 
about more than the “procreation” which moralists and puritans would insist on reducing 


it to. She writes: 
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“To interpret the sex life of the unmarried one must recognize that there are two functions 


of sex: 


One, the biologic, which has procreation as a goal—involving some intellectual but more 


emotional processes in the interest of race preservations. 


The other function consists of the promotion of social growth through human relationships. 
This involves the play function and erotic activity, with or without a procreative goal. There 
are two bases for the energy of the sexual drive—one, conscious, directed, guided, 
subjected to ethical controls; the other, unconscious, instinctual, impulsive, reacting to 


stimuli, but not subject to reason.” 


Goldman writes this, in the context of her incomplete essay, seemingly wanting to 
discuss “the unmarried” who, of course in puritanical context, are not ever supposed to 
either have sex or be sexual. Goldman, of course, cannot except this anti-realistic 
nonsense which denies an intrinsic sexual drive in all human beings which it is entirely 
natural to both engage and satisfy, something that has “the promotion of social growth 
through human relationships” as its entirely natural Function. She also knows, because 
she quotes studies and figures being the sexologically literate person she was, that 
unmarried people — and even those under 18 — are actually having sex regardless of any 
societal moral policing. She also knows very well that gays and lesbians exist. She writes, 


for example, that: 


“Sexual activity in one of its many phases exists—whether in active erotic play, auto-erotic, 


homosexual or heterosexual practice, or as an aesthetic or vocational sublimation. Its 
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nature and intensity are subject to personal choice, judgment, standards, and ideals which 
are regulative but not destructive—temporarily prohibitive rather than permanently 


inhibitive.” 


Goldman is, thus, completely aware that just because someone - or a society or its moral 
police — says “you can’t have sex” or “you can’t have sex like that”, that does not mean 
people are going to refrain From having sex — and even “like that”! “Economic inadequacy 
does not stamp out heterosexual urges any more than the enactment of a punitive law 
can destroy homosexual impulses,” she replies. Consequently, and with rhetorical 


Flourish, she adds that: 


“Unmarried adults are approaching sex as a fact rather than a theory. They are accepting 
their sexual organization frankly as an instrument for personal growth and emotional 
completion with social stabilization, rather than hypocritically as a function designed by 
divine plan only for the procreation of pure beings whose excuse for living was that they 


might die in purity to attain happiness in a world to come. 


They appreciate that sex is the source of life, but believe that a sexless life is a mockery 
after biologic maturation, because it is contrary to nature, since sex is also an expression of 
psychological factors that socialize individuals and lead them to forsake unmarriage for a 


marriage in harmony with the laws and customs of their age. 


All erotic play is genetically related to courtship, but courtship is subject to social control. 
Hence, the sex life of the normal young unmarried adult, whatever it may be, is preparation 


for the perfection of mating, the promotion of personal happiness and adjustment in some 
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form of marriage, whether free and unconventional, common-law or according to civil or 


religious rite. 


Because | so completely agree with this viewpoint and because | know the disastrous and 
tragic result of the Puritan idea of sex, | find it imperative to call your attention to the need 
of treating the sex question frankly and without the subterfuge usually employed when 
referring to the subject. With the greatest and freest spirits and poet Walt Whitman | say, 
‘Where sex is missing everything is missing.’ Let us get rid of the mock modesty so prevalent 
on the surface of polite society. Let us liberate sex from falsehood and degradation and let 


us realize that sex is a dominant factor for health and harmony in life and in art.” 


This fragmentary essay thus gives something of a flavour of how central Emma Goldman 
imagined sex was to both the individual human being but also to culture and society. We 
then start to enter into its political consequences when we delve into essays Goldman 
wrote about the enemies of such an important and vital (in the literal sense) sexuality. 
Those enemies are the puritan mentality and, more generally, “morality”. Take, for 
example, Goldman's 1910 essay (written at the height of her powers) “The Hypocrisy of 
Puritanism”. Here, immediately, we find that Goldman regards “puritanism” as an 
imposed constraint, not just on art or on an aesthetic view of life, but on life itself. Such 


life: 


“represents beauty in a thousand variations; it is, indeed, a gigantic panorama of eternal 


change. Puritanism, on the other hand, rests on a fixed and immovable conception of life.” 
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This seems an important description since Goldman charges the puritan mentality with 
artificially constricting (and inauthentically denying) NATURAL DIVERSITY. Thus it 
crushes art and culture, it forces people (and especially women) into “the conventional 
lie of marriage”, it Forces the sexually diverse (such as Oscar Wilde, whose cause 
Goldman supported) either into prisons or to their deaths (or both), it, says Goldman, 
only ever stamps its approval “on the dullness of middle-class respectability” (insert here 
a photo of Helen Joyce and Kathleen Stock). Goldman, of course, was writing in America 
(and considered herself an American although that country’s government would 


subsequently disagree when it deported her) so here, For context, she notes that: 


“the Pilgrims of Mayflower fame established in the New World a reign of Puritanic tyranny 
and crime. The history of New England, and especially of Massachusetts, is full of the 
horrors that have turned life into gloom, joy and despair, naturalness into disease, honesty 
and truth into hideous lies and hypocrisies. The ducking-stool and whipping-post, as well as 
numerous other devices of torture, were the favorite English methods for American 


purification.” 


Here Goldman names the cause of all this puritanical violence as “unauthorised religious 
opinions” but, of course, you need some authoritarian religionists in play before that 
becomes a problem, some people who have their god, imagined real or metaphorical, 
the disobedience of which the followers cannot tolerate. With such a mentality 
(Goldman here names Anthony Comstock, the pre-eminent American censor of her day 
who, in his puritanical zeal, got himself the right even to open up people’s mail), you 
then imagine yourself the arbiter of good and evil, of purity and vice, and, with a shield 


of self-generated righteousness, you can cut a swathe through art and culture and into 
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human lives and relationships. Goldman also notes, however, that such puritan zeal does 
away with “truth and sincerity” as well and that such puritanism is “the enemy of 
freedom and beauty”. Puritanism, charges Goldman, is a creed of repudiation and, in 
being so, is both thoroughly ignorant of human realities and is the creator of vices. It 
Forces natural human behaviour into the shadows rather than eradicating it (For human 
beings cannot, can never, repudiate what they cannot see beyond) and makes people do 
in secret what the puritan will not allow to happen openly and without shame. 
Archetypally here, puritanism is ashamed and shaming - and so perverts appreciation of 


the human body (and, not least, the naked human body). So, as Goldman then relates: 


“The Church, as well as Puritanism, has fought the flesh as something evil; it had to be 
subdued and hidden at all cost. The result of this vicious attitude is only now beginning to 
be recognized by modern thinkers and educators. They realize that ‘nakedness has a 
hygienic value as well as a spiritual significance, far beyond its influences in allaying the 
natural inquisitiveness of the young or acting as a preventative of morbid emotion. It is an 
inspiration to adults who have long outgrown any youthful curiosities. The vision of the 
essential and eternal human form, the nearest thing to us in all the world, with its vigor and 
its beauty and its grace, is one of the prime tonics of life.’ But the spirit of purism has so 
perverted the human mind that it has lost the power to appreciate the beauty of nudity, 
forcing us to hide the natural form under the plea of chastity. Yet chastity itself is but an 
artificial imposition upon nature, expressive of a false shame of the human form. The 
modern idea of chastity, especially in reference to woman, its greatest victim, is but the 
sensuous exaggeration of our natural impulses. ‘Chastity varies with the amount of 
clothing,’ and hence Christians and purists forever hasten to cover the ‘heathen’ with 


tatters, and thus convert him to goodness and chastity. 
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Puritanism, with its perversion of the significance and functions of the human body, 
especially in regard to woman, has condemned her to celibacy, or to the indiscriminate 
breeding of a diseased race, or to prostitution. The enormity of this crime against humanity 
is apparent when we consider the results. Absolute sexual continence is imposed upon the 
unmarried woman, under pain of being considered immoral or fallen, with the result of 
producing neurasthenia, impotence, depression, and a great variety of nervous complaints 
involving diminished power of work, limited enjoyment of life, sleeplessness, and 
preoccupation with sexual desires and imaginings. The arbitrary and pernicious dictum of 
total continence probably also explains the mental inequality of the sexes. Thus Freud 
believes that the intellectual inferiority of so many women is due to the inhibition of 
thought imposed upon them for the purpose of sexual repression. Having thus suppressed 
the natural sex desires of the unmarried woman, Puritanism, on the other hand, blesses her 
married sister for incontinent fruitfulness in wedlock. Indeed, not merely blesses her, but 
forces the woman, oversexed by previous repression, to bear children, irrespective of 


weakened physical condition or economic inability to rear a large family.” 


It is Goldman's judgment that “this spirit of obtuse narrow-mindedness” physically 
destroys people — and especially women, whether in marriage which required them to 
produce constant children (then true in Goldman's day where large Families were the 
norm) or in prostitution they took up to survive. Such pressures, entirely produced by 
moral impositions upon human relations and behaviour, led to resultant surges in 
abortions (which Goldman had experience of herself in that one of her associates, Becky 
Edelsohn, received a then illegal abortion from Goldman’s then lover, Dr Ben Reitman, in 
1911) and to venereal diseases. Puritanism, of course, meant that all this had to be 


hidden and had possible political and criminal consequences, such is the nature of such a 
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caged conception of society. Goldman does not hold back in blaming this way of 
conceiving human relationships for the problems it then itself produces. Crucially, she 
links the anti-sexuality of puritanism with “its entrenchment behind the State and the 
law”, arguing that when morality joins with political authority then a whole new level of 
social and political incarceration is instituted. Thus, Goldman can then go on to argue 
that the puritanical attitude to sex and the politically authoritarian attitude to society 
are not at all different things but are, in fact, natural bedfellows. Both seek to control 
and imprison people and coerce their behaviour. Neither really understand the nature of 
life or sexuality at all. They are, ina moment of Goldmanian humour, “Puritanic eunuchs” 
who know of nothing but “prohibition” and “attempting to fetter the whole gamut of 


human emotions”. Goldman concludes that the puritan mentality is “a poisonous germ”. 


Three years after “The Hypocrisy of Puritanism” Goldman wrote a Further essay, “Victims 
of Morality”. Here she begins by relating a talk she attended given by the 
aforementioned American censor, Anthony Comstock. (Comstock’s forces had in the past 
impounded Goldman's own anarchist educational journal, Mother Earth, and Goldman 
would, three years after this, be tried in court For distributing birth control information 
in defiance of edicts Comstock and his associates zealously prosecuted. She would be 
Found guilty, sentenced to a $100 Fine, but refuse, on principle, to pay it - resulting in her 
imprisonment for a few weeks in 1916.) In its relating, Goldman remarks that “There is 
something else, more terrible than the law. It is the narrow puritanic spirit, as 
represented in... sterile minds”, these minds often being possessed of the “old Fossils” 
Goldman similarly refers to. Once again, Goldman refers to the rampage of censorship 
the moralist and puritan engage in in their desire to repress the sum of human creativity. 


This, she charges, is based on “the Lie of Morality” which is a “superstition” that is 
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“detrimental to growth”. In general, Goldman goes on to paint the situation here as 


Follows: 


“The most pathetic, and in a way discouraging, aspect of the situation is a certain element 
of liberals, and even of radicals, men and women apparently free from religious and social 
spooks. But before the monster of Morality they are as prostrate as the most pious of their 
kind—which is an additional proof to the extent to which the morality worm has eaten into 
the system of its victims and how far-going and thorough the measures must be which are 


to drive it out again. 


Needless to say, society is obsessed by more than one morality. Indeed, every institution of 
to-day has its own moral standard. Nor could they ever have maintained themselves, were it 
not for religion, which acts as a shield, and for morality, which acts as the mask. This 
explains the interest of the exploiting rich in religion and morality. The rich preach, foster, 
and finance both, as an investment that pays good returns. Through the medium of religion 
they have paralyzed the mind of the people, just as morality has enslaved the spirit. In other 
words, religion and morality are a much better whip to keep people in submission, than 


even the club and the gun. 


To illustrate: The Property Morality declares that that institution is sacred. Woe to anyone 
that dares to question the sanctity of property, or sins against it! Yet everyone knows that 
Property is robbery; that it represents the accumulated efforts of millions, who themselves 
are propertyless. And what is more terrible, the more poverty stricken the victim of Property 
Morality is, the greater his respect and awe for that master. Thus we hear advanced people, 


even so-called class-conscious workingmen, decry as immoral such methods as sabotage 
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and direct action, because they aim at Property. Verily, if the victims themselves are so 
blinded by the Property Morality, what need one expect from the masters? It therefore 
seems high time to bring home the fact that until the workers will lose respect for the 


instrument of their material enslavement, they need hope for no relief.” 


Here we see that, in many respects, Goldman regards “morality” as personal and social 
Freedom's greatest enemy. It is that intellectual capture and incarceration of the mind 
which condemns people to certain human relations or circumstances by imposing some 
and forbidding others — all contrary to the physiological realities and requirements of 
human nature and in contradiction of “physical instincts”. Goldman's point, of course, 
would be that morality, any morality, is entirely invented, False, artificial; it does not have 
the natural authenticity of the human body or instinct; it must create Falsehoods like 
“the right to property” or “the need to have a job” or “the respectability of marriage” and 
then impose them on everybody regardless of their sense or consequences. Morality 
goes out of its way to create victims and to impugn people for imagined faults and so is 
“a destroyer of life” — not least due to its own abstract and idealist nature. But, as a 
consequence and with the Full knowledge that Goldman had spent night after night in 
her past refusing sleep so that she could read her Nietzsche books, the only solution 
must be to rise “beyond good and evil” and to liberate oneself from its deliberately 
restraining shackles. “Morality” must be put behind us and new futures in new human 


relations must be embraced. 


To engage this idea we must go back to one of Emma Goldman's first written pieces that 
was published in 1896: “Anarchy and the Sex Question”. Note the conjunction here: it is 


an essay about “anarchy” and about “sex” and about their relation. This would be 
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Goldman's consistent theme for the next 44 years. This short essay is set in the context 
of the grinding poverty produced by capitalism. This is the problem to be addressed. (It 
was a problem Goldman had herself addressed three years earlier in public meetings 
which produced her first, almost year-long, imprisonment for the crime of telling 
starving workers to “take bread” if employers would not give them jobs and pay living 


wages.) In this particular case, however, Goldman broaches multiple subjects at once: 


1. The problem of working men working all hours god sends for a pittance of pay. 

2. The marital and Family problems the stresses of poverty may inflame. 

3. The lack of love in marriage itself which, as a societal imposition and means of survival, 
may have absolutely nothing to do with “love” at all. 

4. The burdens of morality and puritanism, previously discussed, which societally and 


politically Frame this situation and “degrade” all within it. 


But there are particular things which especially draw Goldman's ire here. A First is that 


she regards no relationship as legitimate which is not engaged in because of love. So: 


“All unnatural unions which are not hallowed by love are prostitution, whether sanctioned 
by the Church and society or not. Such unions cannot have other than a degrading influence 


both upon the morals and health of society.” 


The social background here is that society, under its moral/legal arbiters, virtually Forced 


women to marry to survive. They consequently became slaves of their husbands and 


their duty was to produce children For him as heirs as a consequence. For Goldman such 
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an arrangement was seen as essentially a legalised prostitution and an imposition on the 


Free sexuality of women. Thus: 


“The system which forces women to sell their womanhood and independence to the highest 
bidder is a branch of the same evil system which gives to a few the right to live on the 
wealth produced by their fellow-men, 99 percent of whom must toil and slave early and late 
for barely enough to keep soul and body together, while the fruits of their labour are 


absorbed by a few idle vampires who are surrounded by every luxury wealth can purchase.” 


Here marriage without love is seen as like the rich exploiting the poor; in such an 
arrangement a husband is exploiting a wife. One has freedom and access to exploited 
resources whilst the other is just exploited and struggles to survive at all. In both cases, 
it is a problem of politically configured relationships. Thus, writing from a woman's 


perspective, Goldman says: 


“Look at them herded together in dark, damp cellars, where they never get a breath of fresh 
air, clothed in rags, carrying their loads of misery from the cradle to the grave, their children 
running around the streets, naked, starved, without anyone to give them a loving word or 
tender care, growing up in ignorance and superstition, cursing the day of their birth. Look at 
these two startling contrasts, you moralists and philanthropists, and tell me who is to be 
blamed for it! Those who are driven to prostitution, whether legal or otherwise, or those 
who drive their victims to such demoralisation? The cause lies not in prostitution, but in 
society itself; in the system of inequality of private property and in the State and Church. In 
the system of legalized theft, murder and violation of the innocent women and helpless 


children.” 
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Goldman here diagnoses a general problem of political, economic and sexual 
relationships. They are based on exploitation but they are not based on love. Intimating, 
then, that human beings have been intellectually, and not merely physically, coerced into 
this state of penury, Goldman preaches a “better and nobler life” that, implicitly, must 
amount to an entirely different and other system of political, economic and sexual 
relationships. “Prostitution”, claims Goldman, “will exist as long as the system exists 
which breeds it” and so the only solution to ending the political, economic and sexual 
exploitation and incarceration of humanity is a new system of human relations. This will 


be: 


“based upon perfect equity—a system which guarantees every member, man, woman or 
child, the full fruits of their labour and a perfectly equal right to enjoy the gifts of nature 
and to attain the highest knowledge—woman will be self-supporting and independent. Her 
health no longer crushed by endless toil and slavery, no longer will she be the victim of man, 


while man will no longer be possessed of unhealthy, unnatural passions and vices.” 


Labelling such an idea “An Anarchist’s Dream”, Goldman goes on to say: 


“Each will enter the marriage state with physical strength and moral confidence in each 
other. Each will love and esteem the other, and will help in working not only for their own 
welfare, but, being happy themselves, they will desire also the universal happiness of 
humanity. The offspring of such unions will be strong and healthy in mind and body and will 
honour and respect their parents, not because it is their duty to do so, but because the 
parents deserve it. They will be instructed and cared for by the whole community and will 


be free to follow their own inclinations, and there will be no necessity to teach them 
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sycophancy and the base art of preying upon their fellow-beings. Their aim in life will be, 
not to obtain power over their brothers, but to win the respect and esteem of every 


member of the community.” 


This is a vision of a society of sexual relations based on love not economic profit and 
based on free and voluntary relations rather than societally coerced ones. It extends 
even to children being allowed to voluntarily express their own desires rather than being 
trained in coercion as the property of their parents. Indeed, here children, as in several 
anthropological examples provided in my earlier text, are regarded as community 
responsibilities in a communal conception of free and uncoerced human social relations. 
This is not then a competitive social vision, a war of all against all, but a vision of loving 
social cooperation. And here we actually come to the nub of the issue for Emma 
Goldman, perfectly exhibited in her 1910 essay, “Marriage and Love”. Goldman sets the 


scene here in this way: 


“The popular notion about marriage and love is that they are synonymous, that they spring 
from the same motives, and cover the same human needs. Like most popular notions this 
also rests not on actual facts, but on superstition. Marriage and love have nothing in 


common, they are as far apart as the poles; are, in fact, antagonistic to each other.” 


Goldman here conceives these two as utterly at odds with each other, the one a forced 
and arbitrary human invention, the other a matter of desire, nature and feeling. We 
might say that the one is inauthentic whilst the other is authentic. Goldman, to be clear, 
cannot imagine any legitimate human relation, never mind one so imaginably intimate as 


marriage, which is not based in and on the authenticity of love (or, as she puts it here, 
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“the spontaneity, the intensity, and beauty of love”). Marriage, Goldman notes in this 
essay most pointedly, “is primarily an economic arrangement” — and that just won't do. 
Goldman recoils, at the idea that “two strangers” might be forced, for economic, political 
and moral reasons, to spend their lives together, in horror. She considers it “humiliating” 
and “degrading”. But this, in Fact, is the studied moral training of modern Western 


society: 


“From infancy, almost, the average girl is told that marriage is her ultimate goal; therefore 
her training and education must be directed towards that end. Like the mute beast fattened 
for slaughter, she is prepared for that. Yet, strange to say, she is allowed to know much less 
about her function as wife and mother than the ordinary artisan of his trade. It is indecent 
and filthy for a respectable girl to know anything of the marital relation. Oh, for the 
inconsistency of respectability, that needs the marriage vow to turn something which is 
filthy into the purest and most sacred arrangement that none dare question or criticize. Yet 
that is exactly the attitude of the average upholder of marriage. The prospective wife and 
mother is kept in complete ignorance of her only asset in the competitive field—sex. Thus 
she enters into life-long relations with a man only to find herself shocked, repelled, 
outraged beyond measure by the most natural and healthy instinct, sex. It is safe to say that 
a large percentage of the unhappiness, misery, distress, and physical suffering of matrimony 
is due to the criminal ignorance in sex matters that is being extolled as a great virtue. Nor is 
it at all an exaggeration when | say that more than one home has been broken up because 


of this deplorable fact. 


If, however, woman is free and big enough to learn the mystery of sex without the sanction 


of State or Church, she will stand condemned as utterly unfit to become the wife of a ‘good’ 
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man, his goodness consisting of an empty head and plenty of money. Can there be anything 
more outrageous than the idea that a healthy, grown woman, full of life and passion, must 
deny nature’s demand, must subdue her most intense craving, undermine her health and 
break her spirit, must stunt her vision, abstain from the depth and glory of sex experience 
until a ‘good’ man comes along to take her unto himself as a wife? That is precisely what 
marriage means. How can such an arrangement end except in failure? This is one, though 


not the least important, factor of marriage, which differentiates it from love.” 


Here we see Goldman's view of sex in that expression “the depth and glory of sex 
experience”. This, in Goldman’s rhetoric, has everything to do with “love” (Goldman 
herself, in all her rhetoric about sex and love, regardless of marriage, could only have sex 
with people she felt a loving affection for), and with the arrangement of authentic 
human relationships, but nothing to do with morality, capitalism or an authoritarian 
conception of human relations which leads to an entirely different construction of 
human community to that which she herself envisions. Sex, for Goldman, is a completely 
natural good in itself, something which leads to naturally endowed human relationships 
based in love (for sex, after all, is also known as “love-making”) that leads to a socially 


and personally liberating conception of human society. However: 


“Ours is a practical age. The time when Romeo and Juliet risked the wrath of their fathers 
for love, when Gretchen exposed herself to the gossip of her neighbors for love, is no more. 
If, on rare occasions, young people allow themselves the luxury of romance, they are taken 
in care by the elders, drilled and pounded until they become ‘sensible’. The moral lesson 
instilled in the girl is not whether the man has aroused her love, but rather is it, ‘How 


much?’ The important and only God of practical American life: Can the man make a living? 
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Can he support a wife? That is the only thing that justifies marriage. Gradually this 
saturates every thought of the girl; her dreams are not of moonlight and kisses, of laughter 
and tears; she dreams of shopping tours and bargain counters. This soul-poverty and 
sordidness are the elements inherent in the marriage institution. The State and the Church 
approve of no other ideal, simply because it is the one that necessitates the State and 


Church control of men and women.” 


And there is the crux of the matter: “marriage” in this social construction of relationships 
IS NOT FREE: it is Forced. And Goldman imagines that all human relations must be free, 
must be based on and in the agency of love, must be a matter of personal 
INDEPENDENCE and social (yet always voluntary) INTERDEPENDENCE. Marriage, states 
Goldman, is patriarchalism, a social system servicing one gender at the expense of 
another. It is based in coercion and forms of slavery. It is Foreign to the motivation, or 
agency, of love. “It is like that other paternal arrangement—capitalism. It robs man of his 
birthright, stunts his growth, poisons his body, keeps him in ignorance, in poverty and 
dependence, and then institutes charities that thrive on the last vestige of man’s self- 


respect.” But, by now, Goldman, in this essay, is well into her stride. Her theme is LOVE: 


“Love, the strongest and deepest element in all life, the harbinger of hope, of joy, of 
ecstasy; love, the defier of all laws, of all conventions; love, the freest, the most powerful 
moulder of human destiny; how can such an all-compelling force be synonymous with that 


poor little State and Church-begotten weed, marriage? 


Free love? (Goldman was a regular, and infamous, promoter of so-called “free love”, i.e. love 


unrelated to marriage.) As if love is anything but free! Man has bought brains, but all the 
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millions in the world have failed to buy love. Man has subdued bodies, but all the power on 
earth has been unable to subdue love. Man has conquered whole nations, but all his armies 
could not conquer love. Man has chained and fettered the spirit, but he has been utterly 
helpless before love. High on a throne, with all the splendor and pomp his gold can 
command, man is yet poor and desolate, if love passes him by. And if it stays, the poorest 
hovel is radiant with warmth, with life and color. Thus love has the magic power to make of 
a beggar a king. Yes, love is free; it can dwell in no other atmosphere. In freedom it gives 
itself unreservedly, abundantly, completely. All the laws on the statutes, all the courts in 
the universe, cannot tear it from the soil, once love has taken root. If, however, the soil is 
sterile, how can marriage make it bear fruit? It is like the last desperate struggle of fleeting 


life against death. 


Love needs no protection; it is its own protection. So long as love begets life no child is 
deserted, or hungry, or famished for the want of affection. | know this to be true. | know 
women who became mothers in freedom by the men they loved. Few children in wedlock 


enjoy the care, the protection, the devotion free motherhood is capable of bestowing. 


The defenders of authority dread the advent of a free motherhood, lest it will rob them of 
their prey. Who would fight wars? Who would create wealth? Who would make the 
policeman, the jailer, if woman were to refuse the indiscriminate breeding of children? ‘The 
race, the race!’ shouts the king, the president, the capitalist, the priest. The race must be 
preserved, though woman be degraded to a mere machine,—and the marriage institution is 
our only safety valve against the pernicious sex-awakening of woman. But in vain these 
frantic efforts to maintain a state of bondage. In vain, too, the edicts of the Church, the 


mad attacks of rulers, in vain even the arm of the law. Woman no longer wants to be a 
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party to the production of a race of sickly, feeble, decrepit, wretched human beings, who 
have neither the strength nor moral courage to throw off the yoke of poverty and slavery. 
Instead she desires fewer and better children, begotten and reared in love and through free 
choice; not by compulsion, as marriage imposes. Our pseudo-moralists have yet to learn the 
deep sense of responsibility toward the child, that love in freedom has awakened in the 
breast of woman. Rather would she forego forever the glory of motherhood than bring 
forth life in an atmosphere that breathes only destruction and death. And if she does 
become a mother, it is to give to the child the deepest and best her being can yield. To grow 
with the child is her motto; she knows that in that manner alone can she help build true 


manhood and womanhood. 


Ibsen must have had a vision of a free mother, when, with a master stroke, he portrayed 
Mrs. Alving. She was the ideal mother because she had outgrown marriage and all its 
horrors, because she had broken her chains, and set her spirit free to soar until it returned a 
personality, regenerated and strong. Alas, it was too late to rescue her life's joy, her 
Oswald; but not too late to realize that love in freedom is the only condition of a beautiful 
life. Those who, like Mrs. Alving, have paid with blood and tears for their spiritual 
awakening, repudiate marriage as an imposition, a shallow, empty mockery. They know, 
whether love last but one brief span of time or for eternity, it is the only creative, inspiring, 


elevating basis for a new race, anew world.” 


“Love in Freedom is the only condition of a beautiful life.” There, in a nutshell, you have 
Emma Goldman's vision of human society. And so, in the final sentence of this particular 
essay and as my final comment on Emma Goldman on this subject, “IF the world is ever to 


give birth to true companionship and oneness, not marriage, but love will be the parent.” 


683 


(As an afterword to this section on Emma Goldman, | feel moved, subsequently, to point 
out that she had a varied and often consequential relationship with sexuality herself — 
her sexual and political interest was not in the least merely theoretical. As a child in the 
nineteenth century Russian and Prussian empires she was likely sexually abused by at 
least one teacher at school and punished by her parents who would discover her sexually 
touching herself. She was almost certainly forced into sex at the age of Fifteen by a 
young suitor in a Russian hotel room. After her emigration to America at sixteen, she 
rushed into marriage in her late teens which she quickly regretted. She left the young 
man but was persuaded to return — whereupon she regretted it again and left For good. 
Here that she had no love for this man — her vague descriptions of him hint at his inability 
to sexually satisfy her — is not irrelevant to her story. Thereafter, and whilst technically 
still married as she had never formally divorced, she would take lovers throughout her 
life as she desired — although she always regarded sex and love as an entirely private 
matter [For herself and others]. These included those both decades older than her when 
she was young and those decades younger than her when she was older. She posed nude 
For an artist Friend in her early twenties and also attempted prostitution to raise Funds at 
a similar time — but discovered she couldn't do it as the sex was merely motivated by 
money. As a young woman, it was discovered she had a medical condition which made 
conception close to impossible. Although being offered an operation to Fix this, she 
refused it — to the Frustration of lovers who wanted to make her a wife and mother, a 
Fate she steadfastly refused to the destruction of relationships due to her commitment 
to her cause. Although she took several lovers in her life, she could only have several 
sequentially and never concurrently. As already mentioned, she helped Facilitate the 
abortion had by her teenage anarchist associate in 1911 but she had also previously 


allowed this same teenager to share a house with her and her life companion, Alexander 
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Berkman, who was twenty years this teenager's senior and, for a period of time, was 
sexually involved with her. This aligns with Goldman’s own deliberate rhetoric that 
adolescents should be allowed to develop their own sexual identity and freedom — which 
includes the ability to make their own sexual decisions as autonomous human beings 
possessed of their own enabling agency, all things she wanted to see every adult 
possessed of as part of both sexual and political agendas. Goldman also provided birth 
control information to women [to enable sexual freedom and self-responsibility] and 
gave talks on the subject which openly courted arrest and eventually led to 
imprisonment. There is some suggestion, but no cast iron proof, that she may have been 
involved with women as well as men. We can say, overall, that Emma Goldman was a 
sexual revolutionary — with political consequences and in actions not merely words — in 


many respects.) 


10) It Falls to me now, finally, in this section to draw all that has gone before, not just in 
this chapter but in this First half of my book, together. In doing so, | must summarise 
what all this talk about sex and gender has been about. What is “sex and/as politics” 


under anarchy’s Jolly Roger? What is its ethic or ethics? 


| start with reference to an academic anthropology conference, as | write yet to be held 
in the autumn of 2023 under the auspices of the American Anthropology Association 
and the Canadian Anthropology Society. It seems that in the summer of 2023 this joint 
conference had accepted the request to hold a panel under the title “Let’s Talk About 
Sex, Baby: Why biological sex remains a necessary analytic category in anthropology” 
organised by one Kathleen Lowrey, a gender critical feminist, and on which panel were 


proposed to be several other gender critical women, including Elizabeth Weiss, who has 
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also stirred up racial discontent in her anthropological career given her cavalier attitude 
towards the indigenous relics of First Peoples. (Weiss studies bones.) This panel, 
however, was noticed by other potential attendees of the proposed conference who 
complained to the conference organisers. This panel was then looked into again and was 
promptly cancelled — leading to the reason | ever found out about it at all: a complaining 
tweet from one Kathleen Stock, who saw it, predictably, as an example of academic 
silencing (as if simply any subject should be allowed to be discussed under the auspices 
of some organising body at their annual conference simply because some accredited 
speaker or speakers might want to discuss it). Now, however, | would like you to read the 
statement that the conference organisers put out, the professional bodies for 
anthropologists in both the USA and Canada, giving their reasons for the panel's 


cancellation. Their statement is given in Full: 


“The AAA and CASCA boards reached a decision to remove the session ‘Let's Talk about Sex 
Baby: Why biological sex remains a necessary analytic category in anthropology’ from the 
AAA/CASCA 2023 conference program. This decision was based on extensive consultation 
and was reached in the spirit of respect for our values, in order to ensure the safety and 


dignity of all of our members, as well as the scientific integrity of the program. 


The first ethical principle in AAA’s Principles of Professional Responsibility is to ‘Do no 
harm.’ The session was rejected because it relied on assumptions that run contrary to the 
settled science in our discipline, framed in ways that do harm to vulnerable members of our 
community. It commits one of the cardinal sins of scholarship—it assumes the truth of the 
proposition that it sets out to prove, namely, that sex and gender are simplistically binary, 


and that this is a fact with meaningful implications for the discipline. 
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Such efforts contradict scientific evidence, including the wealth of anthropological 
scholarship on gender and sex. Forensic anthropologists talk about using bones for ‘sex 
estimation,’ not ‘sex identification,’ a process that is probabilistic rather than clearly 
determinative, and that is easily influenced by cognitive bias on the part of the researcher. 
Around the world and throughout human history, there have always been people whose 
gender roles do not align neatly with their reproductive anatomy. There is no single 
biological standard by which all humans can be reliably sorted into a binary male/female 
sex Classification. On the contrary, anthropologists and others have long shown sex and 
gender to be historically and geographically contextual, deeply entangled, and dynamically 


mutable categories. 


The function of the ‘gender critical’ scholarship advocated in this session, like the function 
of the ‘race science’ of the late 19th and early 20th centuries, is to advance a ‘scientific’ 
reason to question the humanity of already marginalized groups of people, in this case, 


those who exist outside a strict and narrow sex / gender binary. 


Transgender and gender diverse identities have long existed, and we are committed to 
upholding the value and dignity of transgender people. We believe that a more just future is 
possible—one where gender diversity is welcomed and supported rather than marginalized 


and policed.” 


Personally, | find this statement to almost be a work of genius in its wording and its 
meaning. It is clear, concise and to the point, is Firmly rooted in anthropological science 
and reality, and takes an ethical as well as a professional stance. Both Kathleen Stock 


and Elizabeth Weiss, upon learning of the panel’s cancellation, rushed to their pages on 
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the Internet to denounce the decision as silencing talk about biological sex - either in 
academia or anthropology or both. Such assertions are partisan, incomplete and 
inaccurate — as the statement makes clear. For what do the conference organisers 


actually say? 


1. They say they do not want discussions taking place at their conference which “do harm 
to valuable members of our community”, an understandable stipulation. Imagine, For 
example, a panel at an anthropology conference (not unimaginable in the history of 
anthropology) which set out From premises which denigrated blacks as savages or 
regarded lesbians as sexual freaks. Would those panels happen? You'd imagine not - and 
for similar reasons. Therefore, if a panel sets out from premises which undermine trans 
and non-binary people, why should a professional academic conference -— least of all in 
anthropology, a subject collating and analysing the reality of multi-gendered existence 


and its relation to sex across the globe and in history — give it any validity at all? 


2. This brings me to the second point: the conference organisers make the point —- 
multiple times — that a denial of what, only for brevity’s sake, I'll describe as a whole as 
“trans lives” would be a denial of a settled, cross-cultural anthropological reality and so 
is, quite properly, not a matter For partisan dispute. This is then to say that this is not just 
a matter of partisans and their beliefs but of the integrity of the subject as a whole. To 
sanction such a panel would be like denying lesbians exist or saying black people are 
wrong in the head. Such conclusions bring whole disciplines into disrepute and 
professional conferences of those in such disciplines have the responsibility to represent 
such disciplines at their best and with due care and attention. Do professional 


geographers allow Flat earthers to speak at their conferences? Of course not. 
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3. The conference organisers make the point that this panel was not about any 
disciplinary debate anyway: it was a partisan set up in order to propagandise against a 
contemporary type of person (for example, through Weiss’s beliefs about there only 
being two kinds of human skeleton as if this is then of any significant meaning for 
anthropology, a subject which studies people much more as they are alive in their 
relationships than dead when they have none). In other words, this panel was organised 
and arranged as politics (even as a political rally) and not as anthropology. It was a panel 
which, in the eyes of the conference organisers, if not many other anthropologists, relied 
on politically partisan and otherwise duff assumptions (“binary male/female sex 
classification”), was intended to harm a known community of people and which did not 
itself assume that any of this (its own dogma) was a matter for debate. It was, in other 


words, a panel playing politics with anthropology rather than one doing anthropology. 


4. The organisers, in their statement, compare “gender critical scholarship” to “race 
science”, an analogy which is so on point it had me clapping when | first read it: this is 
EXACTLY the analogy to make (not least when perhaps the key panel member, Elizabeth 
Weiss, has racial question marks against both her as an anthropologist and in her 
intimate associations). | discussed such “race science” (which, in that case, was not 
insignificantly linked with eugenics) in some detail in Black Flag and it was, without 
doubt, a tale of woe and, in the reading of many academics, a necessary precursor to, 
and engine of, the reality of Nazism. “Race science” is and was the perfect example of 
bad, terrible and partisan science, had no basis in fact, and was pursued as a political 
program under the barest of covers of academic respectability. THE GENDER CRITICAL 
AGENDA IS NO DIFFERENT IN THIS, not least when the subject of anthropology itself has 


uncovered a wealth of information in regard to the reality of multi-gender phenomena 
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and the treatment of various sexed, and intersexed, human relations the world over. 
Anthropological conferences, as a result, have no duty to host malign political partisans 


or to facilitate the discussion of their backward and disreputable creeds. 


5. Subsequently, the organisers take an ethical stance in their statement to support not 
just communities of actually living people that some -— entirely For political reasons — 
want to attack, but also to defend the evidence and conclusions of their discipline 
against politically motivated partisans who would derail them. To the politics of dogma 
they respond with the politics of solidarity. They pronounce themselves committed to 
the reality of all kinds of people and not just those dogmatically and politically validated 
and commit their subject to the reality and worth of all and not just some, disdaining 


partisan political stunts in the process. 


Here, then, is a real world example of the issue at hand. It may now be the 2020s and not 
the 1920s but we still have people around who want to deny and eradicate the existence 
of others. It may not now be based on race but its very much coming from the same 
place in a world, and a West, which still has targeted and oppressed communities that a 
mostly white, mostly male, mostly heterosexual, mostly conservative supremacist rump 
of people wish, at their most vocal, quite literally, to eradicate. There is no reason for 
this save this constituency’s self-generated desire to hate and to control, its will to its 
own morality, a morality it then desires to impose by Force. In every chapter of this book 
| have referenced those who defied sexual and gendered authoritarianism but here we 
end up discussing exactly that: the Forced relations of contemporary politics/economics, 
better known as_ authoritarian capitalism. Its ethics and politics precisely is 


authoritarianism and it is that our ethics must seek to counter and make impossible. 
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Part of the issue here, exampled in the spat about the proposed anthropological panel, 
is that of how large, and how flexible, your vision is. It is to ask the question: what can 
you imagine (and why)? As a further, and final, example in regard to discussion about this 
panel, consider this “letter of support” the American Anthropology Association received 
shortly after they published the statement | quoted above which was signed by three 


senior anthropological academics and published on the AAA website: 


“We are writing in support of the American Anthropological Association’s decision to 
withdraw the ‘Let’s Talk About Sex, Baby’ session from the Annual Meeting. The session 
itself makes a number of claims that are counter to much of the settled science within 
biological anthropology and evolutionary biology more generally, throwing vague insults at 
the concept of ‘gender’ without defining it in a meaningful way. Let’s look at some of the 


claims: 


- While some have focused on the session title, that is not our concern here except for the 


ways in which the title assumes a position within the field that is inaccurate. 


- The session writers offer up a concept of ‘biological sex’ that is in contrast to ‘gender’ 


without defining either term. 


- The session suggests that ‘gender’ is being substituted for ‘sex’ in anthropology. This is 


incorrect as there is currently massive work on these terms, and their entanglements and 


nuances, across social-cultural, biological, archaeological, and linguistic anthropologies. 
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- From the first presentation abstract, the authors use outdated terms such as ‘sex 


identification’ rather than the more scientifically accurate term ‘sex estimation.’ 


- Implicit in the session abstract and several of the individual abstracts is the assumption 
that sex is a biological binary; a concept that is rejected by current biological anthropology 


and human biology, and highly disputed across contemporary biology. 


- Most of the individual abstracts reflect grievances based on the erroneous assumptions 


outlined above. 


As anthropologists who work in biological anthropology and human biology, we are aware 
that definitions of sex can be made using pelvic girdle shape, cranial dimensions, external 
genitalia, gonads, sex chromosomes, and more. Sex, as biological descriptor, is not binary 
using any of those definitions. People are born with non-binary genitalia every day - we 
tend to call people who fall into this group intersex. People are born with sex chromosomes 
that are not XX or XY but X, XXY, XXXY and more, every day. The same is true with gonads. 
What’s more, someone can have intersex genitalia but not intersex gonads, intersex 
chromosomes but not intersex genitalia. These bodily differences demonstrate the massive 
variation seen in sex physiology across vertebrate species. Looking beyond humans, we see 
three forms of the adult orangutan. Does this represent a sex binary? Significant 
percentages of many reptile species have intersex genitalia. Are we still trying to call sex a 
binary? The binary limits the kinds of questions we can ask and therefore limits the scope of 


our science. 
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As anthropologists, and human biologists, we also know that how people choose to name 
sex across genitalia, gonads, and genes is often culturally prescribed, and as this panel 
demonstrates, often politicized. Increasingly, many scholars, including researchers in the 
biological sciences, seek to understand sex and gender together in a recognition of their 
inherent entanglement. The integrated approach of gender/sex entanglement is a more 
realistic, albeit more complicated, view from which to ask and answer evolutionary 
questions for humans, and potentially other species, than has been the practice in human 
evolutionary biology. Because, as Anne Fausto-Sterling writes, ‘few aspects of adult 
behavior, emotions, [sexuality], or identity can be sourced purely to sex or purely to gender,’ 
because none of those qualities are fixed over a lifetime, and because ‘gendered structures 
change biological function and structure,’ viewing gender and sex as entangled is a 


productive way forward. 


The field of anthropology, and biological anthropology in particular, tends to resist 
universal arguments in favor of understanding humans in all of their variation. Therefore, 
the overprescription of the idea of a biological binary for something like sex not only 
ignores the evidence, but goes against the most basic empirical underpinnings of our field. 
Understanding human biological variation means resisting cultural norms around sex, 
instead of further entrenching them as the session authors have done here. Gender/sex is 
the inseparable development of anatomy, physiology, hormones, and genetics within a fluid 
sociocultural context including identity, roles and norms, relations, and power. Gender/sex 
acknowledges that culture seizes on baseline biological variation, shaping it, with the 


potential to increase it. 
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People who are non-binary, trans, or queer, and/or those who occupy sex categories other 
than “male” or “female,” have existed across all human societies and throughout all of 
human evolution. What is typical about human sex and gender categories, is that they are 
not simple, not binary, are always affected by the cultural beliefs of the time, and that they 
shift. To continue to work under such refuted assumptions is to work in the half-light, to 
miss most of the picture, and to not be engaging in rigorous, empirically grounded, and 


timely scientific anthropology.” 


The basic issue here is that the proposed panellists can only imagine people according to 
two types — males A’s and female B's. Their vision goes no Further than this and every 
example of every person who has ever, or will ever, live must fit into this narrow, 
dogmatic (and, in the view of others, inaccurate or simply not useful) scheme. Those who 
wrote this letter, however, have a wider vision, one which does not discount, or 
disappear, those who are either not simply A’s or B’s at all (who, even if they are a tiny 
minority, still actually exist to refute the A or B scheme) or whose existence might even 
question the validity of an A or B conceptual system to begin with. The issue here is then 
not simply “What are these people?” (as if how to classify them, or the need to classify 
them, was given) but also “Given multiple ways we could classify people and the multiple 
purposes we could have in doing that, which are the best or better (which will always 
mean “most useful” or “useful for our purposes”) ways to do that?” The very matter of 
how and why we might classify people is then always relevant and is revealing of our 
own motives and purposes as was so obviously the case in the example of the proposed 
gender critical panel. This panel, as already suggested, was a political attempt to make 
political statements and was revealing of the panellists’ own gender critical purposes, 


something the anthropological associations refused for their own, better purposes. 
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The question before me now, however, is what “better purposes” than a dogmatic and 
authoritarian control of human beings this chapter has uncovered. To begin evaluating 


this, | want to summarise the discussions had in the previous nine sections: 


1.1 began with John H. Gagnon whose short essay on homophobia in science emphasised 
the sociological nature of what Anne Fausto-Sterling calls “gender-sex” (believing “sex” 
and “gender” to be entangled and embodied relational phenomena — | think correctly) 
and what he calls “sexual preference” (not “orientation”). He counselled against the idea 
that there is any magic material MacGuffin to Find which “makes someone gay” (for 
example) and put all the weight in such matters on social relations and understandings. 
This was also found to be a sound intellectual strategy in that, if there were bits of us 
which gave us a sexuality, made us male or female, or made us trans or cis, these would 
surely either be attacked in the cases of bits of us that controlling others of us wanted to 
get rid of or we would simply be killed For what would now be thought of as our material 
reality (as people, on the basis of race, are to this day — although even that is based in 
bad science since there are no biological races). Thus, the issues are social and our 


welfare is a matter of politics; our lives are “pretense with consequences”. 


2. Next | moved to discuss Sandy Stone’s essay which was about the history of trans 
people and the development of (what was then called) transsexuality as a medicalised 
category. This essay Focused on the understanding medics had of trans, how that fit into 
a wider cultural frame of reference and how this then fed back to the trans people 
themselves who, as a grand act of passing, conformed to these standards become 
expectations in order to receive the treatment they desired and required. Stone herself 


then argued that this was not good enough and that an authentic trans existence lay in a 
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“posttranssexuality” beyond passing, one which could be authentic to the difference a 
trans existence embodies and to which others relate. In many respects, this essay was 


then about the authenticity and value of diversity and difference. 


3. Next | moved to the discussions of Gayle Rubin who highlighted, in actual examples, 
how sex has a politics and sex is a politics. As response, she insisted most strongly that 
WE NEED a politics of sex and a sexual politics. So she did not back down from the 
challenge of these ideas but embraced them fully and advised our direct action in these 
matters. The only other option would be being controlled into silence by those with 
simplistic and dogmatic imaginations. In order to do justice to an actual gender-sexual 


reality, we must Fully engage with that reality as a matter of politics. 


4. A similar point was then made negatively in interaction with the transgender to 
transhuman manifesto of Martine Rothblatt, a text significantly depoliticised and 
without political consequences or context in a positive sense. What | took from 
Rothblatt’s text was the danger of imagining that gender-sex is simply one more 
consumer choice for those capitalists who have the money to pay for it. In its sterile 
presentation of such a vision, Rothblatt’s manifesto might turn some of us into 
computers or cyborgs but the social and political relations of the mass would stay 


exactly the same as they are simply unaddressed. 


5. The work of Leslie Feinberg acts as a contrast to this for her analysis of trans is 
thoroughly political and social. She speaks to the importance of trans identity but also to 
its necessary existence in social relations. Thus, Feinberg exhibits a particular focus on 


the communal and the political as constituent parts of an understanding of all human 
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being, not just trans, and regards the Fight for human freedoms as a Fight for every one 
of us in a world that has violent and oppressive authorities where that such oppression 
exists at all means it could potentially target any one of us if it so desired. The challenge 
is then to ask who should decide our relations and to create communal relations in which 


that is us and not coercive and oppressive others. 


6. The work of Abdullah Ocalan | discussed was along similar lines but focused on a 
refusal of dominating patriarchy which was begun several thousand years ago in the 
mass domestication of women, something which subsequently became the general 
model of economics and politics in post-agricultural civilisation and extended to a 
“housewifisation” of civilisation in general. Ocalan counsels an active refusal of the 
values of such patriarchy and a move to matriarchal values, which are non-dominating, 
and, indeed, to the view that politics is simply the matter of the (self-)organisation of 
human relations (which, implicitly and necessarily, does not then just have to be in one 


way). 


7. Heide Goettner-Abendroth then helped me to fill in some details on the substance of 
the values and practices of matriarchal societies. This, From the ground up, was found to 
be based on the ethos of “siblings-by-choice” and existed in a context of voluntaristic 
autonomy regardless of the levels of social relation and organisation. This was also ina 
context of leaderless gender equality significantly oriented around a core of “mothers” 
and children. Importantly for such societies, all relationships were imagined as voluntary 
and without forced ties of either blood or coming from coercive authorities. Each was 
imagined to care for its own core community or matri-clan but only do to so from their 


own will or desire. 
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8. In tandem with the ideas about matriarchy shared by Abdullah Ocalan and Heide 
Goettner-Abendroth, | continued on next with more from Ryan and Jetha in their book 
Sex At Dawn. Here the later chapters detail a primitive affluence, relational as well as 
material (affluence being the Fact of having lots of everything you need), that our pre- 
agricultural forebears enjoyed - as well as a narrative of our promiscuous past in such 
times. This latter narrative was envisaged through a discussion of the evolution of the 
human body, something which has its own tale to tell in our morphology and its 
Functioning as it has naturally adapted and developed in regard to its environment and 
circumstances. Both narratives in this case, that of primitive affluence and that of human 
evolutionary morphology and function, tell a tale of socio-erotic exchanges and 
cooperative promiscuity as the tens of thousands of years long history of human 
relations and of a more recent and drastic change to much more restrictive and policed 
sexuality and relations, a rather sudden, artificial and consequential change From this 
vast history. This narrative itself then poses us questions about our modern human 


relations in comparison with this research. 


9. Finally, | discussed the Free love politics of the anarchist Emma Goldman who believed 
in a Free sex, a free politics and Free love. In Fact, we might simplify and formalise her 
thinking as free sex + free politics = free love and see in this a politics (a way of self- 
organising human relations) all of its own. A further way we might distinguish the 
thought of the anarchist Goldman from that of her mainstream contemporaries and the 
society it forcibly dragged behind it is to contrast the forced contractual relationship of 
marriage with the free (always free!) relation of love. Goldman wanted a society of 
human relationships based on the freedom of love as a political reality and so Fused love, 


sex and politics together all in one in a grand conception of human relations completely. 
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So, putting all this together and not forgetting our earlier discussions in previous 
chapters, “sex and/as politics” is then the recognition that both sex and politics are 
matters of the organisation of human relationships — and themselves have a relationship. 
In the context of this book it is the recognition that how one organises one’s sex — how a 
group, community, neighbourhood or society organises its sex — IS A POLITICS (is of 
political consequence). Here | am deliberately taking the historical, anthropological, 
biological, sexological and political narratives | have referenced and discussed earlier and 
using them as examples — be that kynogamic ideas of relationship, biological ideas of 
life’s self-organisation, Armandian ideas of amorous camaraderie, biological and political 
ideas of gender-sex, ancient ideas of cooperative promiscuity or various matriarchal 


arrangements and organisational configurations. 


Sex in the politics then imagined is not closed or exclusive but open and social. It is, First 
and foremost, about social bonding and communal care and not privately arbitrated 
reproduction or confining and arbitrary human classifications. So it is not possessed of 
an orientation or a sexuality; it is simply a polyamorous means to create communal 
bonds and relationships. Ideally, in this context, people are imagined as human beings 
rather than in ever more restrictive (and always entirely imaginary) Fixed relations and 
are taken as both equally valuable members of a common species but also as 
singularities, uniquenesses, in their own right. In a community context of politics, the 
ideal is then mulktiplicitous relationships of affinity that create strongly bonded social 
groups. These can be based on something like Heide Goettner-Abendroth’s matriarchal 
arrangements (matri-clans, communities, neighbourhoods, etc.) but | would, For myself, 
impose no formality on this since the strength of this arrangement in its political nature 


and context at all is that it is autonomous, voluntary and based on and in affinity. 
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The desire here then is to create communities of desire, communities that are desired, 
and the ethos and ethic of these communities would then naturally be an entirely Free 
love. This love would not be a romantic love For such love is stained with exclusivity but it 
would be a non-judgmental love that was freely given and could be freely received — 
always in multiplicitous and multi-directional ways. It would be a love that worked only 
and always on a logic of agency and desire, a matter of giving and not taking. Such love, 
at least in the imagination of it, would create communities and bonds to which people 
committed themselves and such communities and such bonds would only work, be 
maintained and succeed because of such loving, willing, desired commitment. Such 
bonds and communities would always be flexible, having a need to look inward to their 
connections but never to the neglect of the outward and the possibilities of new 
connections which would be ever-present. These would be communities and bonds 
based on sharing, mutuality, cooperation and not violence, acquisition or coercion. They 
would be communities and bonds of the willing rather than of the exploiter and the 


exploited. They would be economically powered by mutual aid not forced relations. 


What is imagined here then is not really anything new at all for, as we have seen, it is 
highly likely that human beings lived in such groups, with such bonds, in the human past 
in a quite normal (if not to say affluent) way - and perhaps for tens of thousands of 
years. In such relations everyone knew (and cared about and for) everybody else in their 
immediate circle of relations; they had to for that was how they survived. There is no 
reason (save ourselves and our current coercion which it will require bravery and 
determination to escape) why we could not live like this again (although, as | would 
always acknowledge, you can never just turn back the clock). It is in Fact the testimony of 


several of the books | have read in recent years, not least anthropological books, that 
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how human beings exist in and amongst themselves (this is to say: politically) is anything 
but a Fixed situation. Human history is, in many respects, the history of how people did 
organise themselves (or, latterly, were organised by coercive others) and the 
consequences of that. The challenge of putting politics together with anthropology is to 
ask ourselves how we should be living (i.e. utilising our personal and social agency) and 
what has gone wrong that that civilisation in the world that now calls itself the most 
“advanced” is now also the most obviously based in violently oppressive economics and 
politics, in colonialism and in exploitation of resources both human and material. Human 
relationships have in this civilisational matrix become ossified and forced and any 


deviation, as we see daily on the TV news, is met with threats and Force. 


This, in Fact, is why anarchism exists, a historical response to historical circumstances. It is 
not a unique movement or collection of ideas and values about human existence and 
relationship in human history and, as I've tried to show as I, more or less randomly, went 
From one subject to another above, others have had similar, or compatible, ideas at other 
times and places. The human being, when all is said and done, is a thoughtful, 
imaginative creature and one of its common desires is Freedom From coercion. Another 
is interaction with its peers. These are simple, even primitive, desires but they are no less 
valuable For that. It seems, however, that we have come to a place in the development of 
our species where such simple, even naive, desires are subject to political determination 
and control. At such a point a Rubicon is reached and, if we want to get out of the prison 
society that has been created for us, a prison of Forced relations, we must determine to 
cross it: we must once again embrace ancient concepts of human solidarity and 
cooperation which speak to deep desires in the human being and tend to their health 


and prosperance, both personally and socially: a primitive and cooperative affluence. 
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It should then come as a surprise to no one that the recommended ethic here is love - 
and free love at that — for when the alternative is force and coercion, exploitation and 
oppression, what else could it be? Our societies need not one person set against another 
but one person loving another — and that absolutely regardless of who they are, where 
they’ve come from or any of the other all entirely False designations and classifications 
human beings have dreamt up — mostly in order to divide and control. “How big is your 
imagination?” | have asked and | pronounce mine big enough to imagine communities 
and relations bonded in love, physically reinforced in normal behaviour by love, both that 
kind which is “loving Friendship” and that kind which is sexual. | truly believe that such a 
bond, based on agency and autonomy and always set free, would create the entirely 
different kinds of communities and relations that we need. Nature itself, a world of self- 
organising biology, is a place free of overarching coercion — and it produces an 
overflowing abundance of interactive connections, relations and affinities as a result, an 
abundance which, to this day, sustains our own lives even as it sustains all life. That is my 


model as well. 


| concede my answer may not be original. It may also, by now, be so cheesy as to be easily 
ridiculed. But, as Adam Ant once sang, “Ridicule is nothing scared to be scared of.” What 
we should be scared of is allowing violence, hate, exploitation, oppression and control to 
determine human relationships. We must throw off all of their shackles and choose 
authentic, autonomous relations based in freedom, desire and love as people who alone 
are determined to desire who they shall be and who they shall be to others. Nothing less 
than our survival as those we desire to be, as people and as a people, is at stake. And we 
must Fight with and for love just as much, if not more, than others would do so with 


violence to defeat us. Living Free and loving Free: that is our aim and our purpose. 
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Afterword: Bodies and their Relations 


Julia Serano, a transsexual woman (her own self-description), begins her book Whipping 
Girl: A Transsexual Woman on Sexism and the Scapegoating of Femininity with the 
observation that “The idea that all anti-trans discrimination arises From the Fact that, as 
transgender people, we ‘transgress binary gender norms’ does not resonate completely 
with my personal experiences.” In doing so she gives something of a premonition in 
regard to what is to come in her book — which is an insistently personal account of her 
experiences in her own life (which happened under several and changing self- 
descriptions) and about which she has her own honest views, views which are not always 
in agreement with those of others (even others who are also trans). OF particular 
interest to me in these views is the Fact that Serano would (and does) openly criticise 
much | have said and shared from others in the pages above. She very much insists on 
the presence of a “trans voice” in gender debates (because most voices are often just 
“cissexual” as she calls it in contrast to transsexual) and on the integrity of that trans 
voice in matters of misogyny — which she claims to be the basis of most anti-trans 
sentiment she has herself Faced. | have absolutely no problem with any of this and in fact 
encourage people of any and every type to find their own voices and add them to the 
human conversation whilst the rest of us listen with respect and attention. So if Serano 
wants to write a book about “the ways in which traditional sexism shapes popular 
assumptions about transsexual women and why so many people in our society Feel 
threatened by the existence of ‘men who choose to become women” then | Feel duty 
bound to read that book even when it turns out that a lot of the positions | have taken 


up, after others, in my own work above are openly fired upon by Serano in her account. 
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| had, in Fact, planned to write about this book in the last chapter but, as you can see, I’d 
already discussed nine or ten other books anyway and Whipping Girl simply got crowded 
out, my narrative headed in a direction which took me away from it. But then something 
else happened and | found myself reading Whipping Girl even though | thought the 
moment had passed to discuss whatever it was to be about. | knew, from Kathleen Stock, 
that this was, from her gender critical perspective, one of those nasty, suspect texts 
which disseminates “gender ideology” (something that doesn’t actually exist!) but | knew 
none of the detail of it and had never heard of Julia Serano before. Yet now, having read 
it, I'm very glad that | did - both because Serano’s views challenged my own (never a bad 
thing) and also because her own views, with which | often Find myself struggling, 
something | have no desire to hide, explained to me more fully why gender critics think 
the way they do. It is my intuition, having read Serano’s book, that it is things she says 
within it that at least some gender critics have read, Filtered through their own particular 


dogmas, and then spat out as “gender ideology”. 


In Whipping Girl, then, Serano wants to tell her own story (which is not simply the story 


of others in her own words) and to make her own points. She writes in her introduction: 


“The intent of this book is to debunk many of the myths and misconceptions that people 
have about transsexual women, as well as gender in general. By turning the tables on the 
rest of the world and examining why so many different facets of our society have set out to 
dehumanize trans women, | hope to show that we are ridiculed and dismissed not merely 
because we ‘transgress binary gender norms,’ as many transgender activists and gender 
theorists have proposed, but rather because we ‘choose’ to be women rather than men. The 


fact that we identify and live as women, despite being born male and having inherited male 
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privilege, challenges those in our society who wish to glorify maleness and masculinity, as 
well as those who frame the struggles faced by other women and queers solely in terms of 


male and heterosexual privilege. 


Examining the society-wide disdain for trans women also brings to light an important yet 
often overlooked aspect of traditional sexism: that it targets people not only for their 
femaleness, but also for their expressions of femininity. Today, while it is generally 
considered to be offensive or prejudiced to openly discriminate against someone for being 
female, discriminating against someone’s femininity is still considered fair game. The idea 
that masculinity is strong, tough, and natural while femininity is weak, vulnerable, and 
artificial continues to proliferate even among people who believe that women and men are 
equals. And in a world where femininity is so regularly dismissed, perhaps no form of 
gendered expression is considered more artificial and more suspect than male and 


transgender expressions of femininity. 


| have called this book Whipping Girl to highlight the ways in which people who are 
feminine, whether they be female, male, and/or transgender, are almost universally 
demeaned compared with their masculine counterparts. This scapegoating of those who 
express femininity can be seen not only in the male-centered mainstream, but in the queer 
community, where ‘effeminate’ gay men have been accused of holding back the gay rights 
movement, and where femme dykes have been accused of being the Uncle Toms of the 
lesbian movement. Even many feminists buy into traditionally sexist notions about 
femininity—that it is artificial, contrived, and frivolous; that it is a ruse that only serves the 
purpose of attracting and appeasing the desires of men. What | hope to show in this book is 


that the real ruse being played is not by those of us who happen to be feminine, but rather 
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by those who place inferior meanings onto femininity. The idea that femininity is 
subordinate to masculinity dismisses women as a whole and shapes virtually all popular 


myths and stereotypes about trans women.” 


It turns out that perhaps here, in the introduction, is where | start finding myself at odds 
with Serano — or at least questioning her truth (to which she, as everyone, is Fully 
entitled). For | find myself wondering if “Femininity” is really a thing (the same doubt 
would apply to “masculinity”) - and what it could possibly be outside of the notion of 
“things that Femmes do” or “the common characteristics of femmes”. That being so, | 
wonder why it matters so much. Of course, by now readers should know well that | have 
an insistence on finding things “fictional” and in the reading of Serano’s book that 
insistence Finds itself bumping into, or stumbling over, much that Serano has to say. So, 
since she insists on telling her truth in her way, let me, having duly listened with respect 
and attention to what she had to say, do her the courtesy of replying and interacting 
with my own. | want to do this both by interacting with sections of the First part of her 
book — which discuss trans, how it is depicted by non-trans others and how Julia Serano 
depicts it herself — and her second part which discusses her “politics of Femininity” and 
her desire to target “gender entitlement”, something she describes as “when a person 
privileges their own perceptions, interpretations, and evaluations of other people’s 


genders over the way those people understand themselves.” 


This latter subject might, in Fact, be the heart of Serano’s text and her point. It certainly 
seems to me to be the bit of her text that her critics, and the critics of trans existence 
generally (of which I, obviously, am not one), have focused upon. She brings it up most 


pertinently beginning in chapter Five of her book: “On Subconscious Sex and Gender 
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Entitlement”. What, you might now be asking, is “subconscious sex”? IF you are asking 
that, you have my sympathy — because I’m asking it too. In brief, Serano in this chapter 
wants to describe what she defines as a cissexual “blind spot”. (Serano habitually divides 
people into cissexuals and transsexuals throughout her text. | use the term only to 
respect her terms rather than to indicate such terms necessarily designate classes of 
people | particularly recognise or wish to artificially divide people up into.) This blind 
spot “has to do with what has been commonly called gender identity” (her emphasis) 


according to Serano. She then goes on to say: 


“Personally, | have always found the term ‘gender identity’ to be rather misleading. After 
all, identifying as something, whether it be as a woman, a Democrat, a Christian, a feminist, 
a cat person, or a metalhead, seems to be a conscious, deliberate choice on our part, one 
that we make in order to better describe how we think we fit into the world. Thus, with 
regard to transsexuals, the phrase ‘gender identity’ is problematic because it seems to 
describe two potentially different things: the gender we consciously choose to identify as, 
and the gender we subconsciously feel ourselves to be. To make things clearer, | will refer to 


the latter as subconscious sex. 


The main reason | make this distinction between gender identity and subconscious sex is 


that it best explains my own personal experiences.” 


Upon reading this for the first time a light bulb went on in my head. “Ah, so THAT'S why 
all the gender critical people say that trans people think gender is a feeling!” But the 
next thought | had was more worrying because | suddenly imagined that gender critical 


people had a point in criticising such an idea — for Serano appears to be describing her 
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transness as a matter of something “subconscious” (and so beyond conscious thought 
and language) and so as something she is not allowed to articulate in words to make 
sense of that description (because in her description of it its necessarily “subconscious”). 
Was Serano here arguing For some material locus of transness in the human body? Was 
she saying, as critics claim, that “trans is a Feeling”? She does use the words “Feeling” and 


“subconscious” a lot in the subsequent text. She goes on to then say: 


“Perhaps the best way to describe how my subconscious sex feels to me is to say that it 


seems as if, on some level, my brain expects my body to be female.” 


This itself is problematic for it is not usual to imagine that a brain, the Fleshy contents of 
a human head, has “expectations”. Brains are parts of the human organism and they 
perform biological Functions. We describe human beings as a whole as _ having 
“expectations” (not always realistically, | might add); we don’t describe parts of them as 
having them. This leads Serano - who is a doctor of biology — to ponder the possibility 
that “brains may be hardwired to expect our bodies to be female or male” which, as 
those who have read Kessler and McKenna on gender now understand, requires us to 
have a binary concept of gender fixed in our minds before we can even have such a 


thought. Serano then openly admits that: 


“Personally, |!am drawn to the brain-hardwiring hypothesis, not because | believe that it has 
been proven scientifically beyond a doubt, but because it best explains why the thoughts | 
have had of being female always felt vague and ever-present, like they were an unconscious 


knowing that always seemed to defy conscious reality.” 
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As a result, Julia Serano believes that “female subconscious sex originated within me” — 
which is to say, as she does, that it is “an intrinsic part” of her person. In making this 
description, however, Serano does not address where “subconscious” feelings might 
come from or what might be imagined to generate them. She assumes, one must 
imagine, that it is her “biology”, her materiality “in itself’, other possibilities then set 
aside. She goes on to write that “This intersection of subconscious and conscious sex is 
what | prefer to think of as gender identity” in a way that clearly seems to mirror the 
(intellectual and existential) dilemma the trans person finds themselves in. Serano says 
she finds her “subconscious sex to be impervious to conscious thought or social 
influence” but | find this puzzling since Serano, by her own admission, has not always 
imagined herself trans. At various points in her life, in the retelling of her own story in 
her own words, she has been a cross-dressing male and a bigendered man. IF we take 
Serano at her word — as we should — then we can only speak of an awareness arrived at 
rather than one always and eternally “impervious to conscious thought or social 
influence”. On the contrary, at least at some points in Serano’s life, her perceptions of 


herself have been exactly pervious. 


| do not mean to be harsh on Serano here. She has a perfect right to put her own story 
into her own words. But | admit | find the concept “subconscious sex” baffling. | do not 
know, and cannot at all conceive - either personally or conceptually — to what it can 
possibly refer. Consequently, | harbour doubts it even exists. This is my honesty — and it 
in no way interferes with Julia Serano’s. | wonder how a subconscious feeling can be 
consciously wielded when it is nothing conscious? To me, if we just call it a Feeling and 
drop the adjective “subconscious” it makes a lot more sense. People generally are well 


aware of feeling things. People generally (outside of gender critical people in regard to 
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trans people) recognise that people have very real Feelings about themselves. If trans is 
a feeling this should be uncontroversial. Describing it as “subconscious” only obfuscates 
and mystifies matters. Let it be a feeling or intuition or instinct and that’s fine. But 
Serano doesn’t let it just be this and in the rest of her tale she acts as if the entity 


“subconscious sex” is real, an “intrinsic” part of her make up. 


IF this were just a personal narrative about Julia Serano that might be OK. It might just 
be one of those idiosyncratic quirks lots of people have that don’t really transgress the 
public square or interfere in inter-personal relationships. But Serano doesn’t only think 
she has a subconscious sex: she thinks everyone does — which means she thinks you do 


and she thinks | do. And here’s where the “blind spot” comes in: 


“Many cissexual people seem to have a hard time accepting the idea that they too have a 
subconscious sex—a deep-rooted understanding of what sex their bodies should be. | 
suppose that when a person feels right in the sex they were born into, they are never forced 
to locate or question their subconscious sex, to differentiate it from their physical sex. In 
other words, their subconscious sex exists, but it is hidden from their view. They have a blind 


spot.” 


Now | imagine that Julia Serano doesn’t like people who aren’t trans telling her, a trans 
woman, how to understand and feel about being trans. In Fact, | know she doesn’t 
because she writes almost 180 pages about nothing but that as the first part of this 
book of hers. Yet here she is telling a much bigger constituency of people — cissexuals — 
that the reason they might not get “subconscious sex” is because they are cis! Now | 


don’t know whether | recognise (or if human beings generally should recognise) cis or 
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trans as biological realities with definitive biological traits or imperatives or not - but to 
tell someone that they have something within them that they can’t even conceptualise 
as a general idea, let alone as a personal component of their own make up, seems to me 
to be a bit of a stretch (not to mention somewhat impertinent). | find myself — 
unwillingly and with some discomfort — sympathising with the gender critic who 
excoriates the idea that “gender is a Feeling”. | admit this only as a matter of honesty for, 
quite obviously, | have no desire to agree with such people. | just can’t escape the 
Feeling, however, and somewhat ironically, that Serano has made a hash of this 


description — however authentic it may appear to her or any who agree with her. 


This “hash” continues when she describes as a “wiseass” the person who would say “Yes” 
to a question she asks as part of presentations she gives to audiences on trans issues, 
that question being: “IF | offered you ten million dollars under the condition that you live 
as the other sex for the rest of your life, would you take me up on the offer?” Serano 
seems to assume that if subconscious sex wasn’t real (yes, here is a trans person giving 
her own dissertations on “reality”!) then people would be much more likely to be 
swapping sexes and genders much more regularly. (But why? Is it that easy?) The reason 
they don’t, she posits, is because subconscious sex is real and is a barrier to such Flexible 
change. In essence, Serano argues that “you can only be what you are”. | agree with this: 
but that doesn’t mean, or have to mean, that subconscious sex is real or that, without it, 
people would regard their sex or gender as a set of clothes to be changed at will. It could 
just mean that social relationships are real and its not just about you when you say you 
are something. It could be that people are not islands of individuality but a set of social 
relationships and constraints. In short, | accuse Serano of being Far too individualist here, 


Far too isolationist about what makes sex or gender or sexuality. Being anything is not 
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simply a matter of what you think or feel about it and never can be. You were born to 
and from a sociality and within an explicit socialisation. You forever remain a part of it: it 
constitutes you. Instead, however, Serano makes an argument in which everyone must 
now accept they have a determinative “subconscious sex”. Well, sorry Julia, | don’t. | 
think its a Fiction. And | can describe everything you think it explains without a need for 


it- much like an atheist can explain the world without a need for god. 


| react to the notion of subconscious sex and Serano’s insistence that we all have one, 
even if we don’t or can’t recognise such a thing, a suggestion which may well then 
prescribe serial inauthenticity to a lot of people, much as | imagine she reacts to a lot of 
anti-trans misogyny she experiences. | wonder, in Fact, at her right to so describe others. 
Serano makes the point in her book that cis people are not trans and so have no ability, 
and so no right, to describe them as if they were “experts on trans”. | understand and 
accept this criticism. But its a criticism that works both ways. So when Serano says things 
like “most people have not come to terms with their own subconscious sex and its 
relation to their physical sex” | baulk at her cavalier assumption and her desire to talk 
over people’s heads in a way she would abhor were it someone cis about someone trans. 
Let's be clear here that Serano regards “subconscious sex” as that explanation which 
makes best sense to her on her own journey through life. As such, she is entirely entitled 
to it as a personal understanding. But when we start talking about “the cissexual mind” 
and “the transsexual body” we start wandering off into new, trans-purposed biological 
essentialisms and | deplore these as much, and as fervently, as any other. “Subconscious 
sex”, as Far as I’m concerned, is Serano’s explicative Fiction. And nothing more. It does a 
job in an intellectual context of meaning and value as part of a conversation. It can be as 


useful or as useless as anyone perceives it to be. But that’s not good enough for Serano. 
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For her “recognizing subconscious sex as separate from physical sex is crucial to 
Furthering a better understanding of transsexuality and anti-trans discrimination.” No. 


Its not. 


Subconscious sex is just the beginning of Serano’s attempt to explain sex and gender in 
her own, novel way. Chapter six of her book brings us to something she builds on top of 
it: “intrinsic inclinations”. These she imagines as part of a discussion of “gender 
expression”, something she sees as something to do with “whether our presentation, 
behaviors, interests, and/or affinities are considered Feminine, masculine, or some 
combination thereof.” (Here, | wonder to myself with a rye smile, “Considered by who?”.) 
An answer Serano wishes to definitively refuse as an explanation for gender expressions 
in this respect, one | have often Favoured above, is “as social constructs” — which she 
understands to mean explaining them as things which “do not occur naturally, but rather 
are inventions or artifacts of human culture”. But! wonder, in this, if Serano is not herself 
there setting up a nature/culture distinction as an absolute (in that no culture can be 
nature and no nature can be culture)? Isn’t there a sense in which anything any part of 
nature can do — even if we call that “cultural” —is also natural? The opposite of “natural” 
for a human being would then be something beyond the capabilities of their naturally 
endowed abilities at all. (For example, plastic is “not natural” in the sense that nature 
doesn’t make it by itself. But in the sense that plastic is the result of the thought and 
action of natural human beings, then it is a by-product of nature.) It is more accurate to 
say here that Serano has an evidenced dislike for purely or even mostly social 
constructionist ideas about sex or gender - which seems to oppose her to much | have 
said above in my first half of this book - and many of those | referenced to that effect. 


(Serano in Fact knows of many of the references | used and disagrees with them.) Serano 
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then opposes such social constructionists to “gender essentialists” (but thinks both 


equally wrong). 


That “not all men are masculine and not all women are feminine” Serano takes as the 
death knell For the gender essentialist. (Her theory of subconscious sex, she imagines, 
explains this to the gender essentialist’s detriment.) But since Serano wants to Fight on 


both Fronts, she needs to argue against the social constructionist too. So she states: 


“Many girls who are masculine and boys who are feminine show signs of such behavior at a 
very early age (often before such children have been fully socialized with regard to gender 
norms), and generally continue to express such behavior into adulthood (despite the 
extreme amount of societal pressure that we place on individuals to reproduce gender 
expression appropriate for their assigned sex). This strongly suggests that certain 
expressions of femininity and masculinity represent deep, subconscious inclinations in a 


manner similar to those of sexual orientation and subconscious sex.” 


These “inclinations” Serano, once again, tends to believe are “hardwired” but she 
hesitates “to define them as purely biological phenomena” since “social Factors clearly 
play a strong role in how each individual interprets these inclinations”. (Note here that in 
subconscious sex and sexual orientation Serano already mentions two things | think 
Fictions.) How strong a role social factors play, one imagines, we cannot really know since 
we'd have to strand a baby and leave it unsocialised throughout its entire growth to 
adulthood to Find out — at which point it wouldn't be able to express them to us anyway 
as it wouldn't have learned any human language. All humans that we have experience of, 


in other words, are socialised and this, we must assume, contributes to, if not 
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constitutes, their growth and make up. Note, however, that Serano has once more 
smuggled in something to be worked upon, these indistinct and mystical “inclinations”, 


something she seems to find necessary to explain all the exceptions to the rules: 


“Thus, any model that attempts to explain human gender expression, sexual orientation, 
and subconscious sex must take into account the fact that both typical and exceptional 
forms of these inclinations occur naturally (i.e., without social influence) to varying 


degrees.” 


To say they “occur naturally” seems to me to be saying that they occur prior to any 
socialisation and so are present FROM BIRTH (at a minimum as latent possibilities). Thus, 
once more my bio-essentialist spidey senses are alerted. But why must we say they occur 
“without social influence”? What's so important about that? What elicits that conclusion? 
It is here that Serano offers what she calls an “intrinsic inclination model” in order to 


better explain herselF: 


“Here are the basic tenets of this model: 


1. Subconscious sex, gender expression, and sexual orientation represent separate gender 


inclinations that are determined largely independently of one another. (This model does not 


preclude the possibility that these three inclinations may themselves be composed of 


multiple, separable inclinations, or that additional gender inclinations may exist as well.) 
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2. These gender inclinations are, to some extent, intrinsic to our persons, as they occur ona 
deep, subconscious level and generally remain intact despite social influences and conscious 


attempts by individuals to purge, repress, or ignore them. 


3. Because no single genetic, anatomical, hormonal, environmental, or psychological factor 
has ever been found to directly cause any of these gender inclinations, we can assume that 
they are quantitative traits (i.e, multiple factors determine them through complex 
interactions). As a result, rather than producing discrete classes (such as feminine and 
masculine; attraction to women or men), each inclination shows a continuous range of 


possible outcomes. 


4. Each of these inclinations roughly correlates with physical sex, resulting in a bimodal 
distribution pattern (i.e., two overlapping bell curves) similar to that seen for other gender 
differences, such as height. While it may be true that, on average, men are taller than 
women, such a statement becomes virtually meaningless when one examines individual 
people, as any given woman may be taller than any given man. Most people have heights 
that are relatively close to the average, but others fall in outlying areas of the range (for 
instance, some women are 6 feet 2 inches and some men are 5 feet 4 inches). Similarly, 
while women on average are more feminine than men, some women are more masculine 


than certain men, and some men more feminine than certain women. 


Because these inclinations appear to have multiple inputs and show a continuous range of 
outcomes, it is incorrect to assume that those with exceptional sexual orientations, 
subconscious sexes, or gender expressions represent developmental, biological, or 


environmental ‘errors’, rather, they are naturally occurring examples of human variation.” 
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Now | entirely agree with the notions of “a continuous range of (biological) outcomes” 
(For | believe, put simplistically, that something material is there to be both socialised 
and to act as material constraint) and “human variation” but, as before, this does not 
necessitate “implicit inclinations” - a woefully vague descriptive phrase — any more than 
“subconscious sex” was necessitated. But more than this, what this says to me, in a way | 
Find politically completely unacceptable, is that there just is a way each of us is, at some 
kind of biological level, which we can do nothing about. We just are these things, these 
social understandings of self (For that is how human beings understand, process and 
perform them as relations) and its tough luck buster because all you can do is accept 
that or spend your entire life in an inauthentic fight against yourself, a fight you can 
never win. In this explanation, then, Serano seems to be saying that the biological reality 
of socially processed truth will out, that you cannot fight your subconscious sex and your 
implicit inclinations for they must ultimately Fight their way to the surface of your 
consciousness and break Forth upon the reality of your self-understanding. It is not clear 
to me, as aresult, why acknowledging the truth of “human variation” (of sex, gender and 
sexuality), which | certainly do, requires this. Why can’t socialised human beings without 
these “subconscious” or “implicit” phenomena develop “human variation” for simply 
socialised reasons? Why must there be some specific component, process or interactive 
collection of “material” things necessary to achieve it? In other words, it sounds to me 
like someone who says they need god to explain why the world exists whilst others seem 


able to explain the very same world without one —- asa simple possibility of our reality. 


Technically speaking, Julia Serano is offering a biosocial explanation here (which | agree 
is necessary). Although she is very much against purely social constructionist arguments, 


she is then wise enough not to completely jettison them. The baby is not thrown out 


717 


with the bathwater. In fact, she finds herself with a need to reconcile intrinsic 
inclinations with social constructs. (Serano in Fact says at one point that both gender 
essentialists and social constructionists are partly right. It is their singular dogmatism to 
the exclusion of the other that is wrong for her.) This then moves us on to the social 
construction of the binary gender system which Serano sees as a problem not in that it is 
binary but in that it is OPPOSITIONAL. Serano calls the belief that men and women are 
opposites “oppositional sexism” and this goes along with her own trans-consciousness of 
the Fact that how people relate to their bodies cannot be meaningless (as, for example, 
gender nihilists might maintain). More than this, however, Serano understands this for 
herself as the relation between physical sex and subconscious sex. In this | think Serano 
is not much different to the person who imagines their existence in relation to an in- 


dwelling holy spirit or a god. It is a useful Fiction. 


Serano then shows evidence of negotiating for herself the several possible ways of 
understanding trans and various other “exceptional” gender expressions. She herself 
notes “at least two different (and largely incompatible) views of gender have gained 
hold” in the trans community, the First of these being “sex is in the body, and gender is in 
the mind”, which she imagines confuses subconscious sex with gender to the exclusion 
of gender expression with the result that those who identify outside of a gender binary 
are looked down upon. The second of these views is the more straightforwardly social 
constructionist view, a view she acknowledges many trans people feel “empowered” by, 
but which she sees as something which “oversimplifies the concept of gender by 
dismissing the possibility that there are any intrinsic inclinations, such as subconscious 
sex and gender expression, that contribute to our gender identities and gender roles, 


respectively.” This second view, Serano imagines, privileges those identifying outside of 
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the binary or who imagine that bisexuality (i.e. both sexes in one) is, in some sense, the 
state of all of us. Serano designates this belief “bi-sexist” and issues one of her many 
denunciations of a radical/conservative discourse in the trans community in which 
people might argue over who is being more “radical” about sexuality or gender, a 
political aspect to the whole debate that is beyond describing gender/sex as simple 
phenomena. In such discourse it is imagined there are political stakes to this. IF there are, 


they are stakes Serano is not interested in. She writes: 


“These examples demonstrate how gender theories designed to free certain people from 
gender-related stigma or oppression can often inadvertently marginalize other sexual 
minorities, or even worse, create new gender hierarchies that are just as oppressive as the 
initial system. There are several telltale signs of flawed gender theories. First, we should 
beware of any gender theory that makes the assumption that there is any one ‘right’ or 
‘natural’ way to be gendered or to be sexual. Such theories are typically narcissistic in 
nature, as they merely reveal their designers’ desire to cast themselves on top of the gender 
hierarchy. Further, if one presumes there is only one ‘right’ or ‘natural’ way to be gendered, 
then the only way to explain why some people display typical gender and sexual traits while 
others display exceptional ones is by surmising that one of those two groups is being 
intentionally led astray somehow. Indeed, this is exactly what the religious right argues 
when they invent stories about homosexuals who actively recruit young children via the 
‘gay agenda.’ Those who claim that we are all born with bisexual, androgynous, or gender- 
neutral tendencies (only to be molded into heterosexual, masculine men and feminine 


women via socialization and gender norms) use a similar strategy. 
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| take issue with any theory that suggests that people are so easily duped into leading such 
contrived sexual and gendered lives, as my own exceptional gender inclinations have been 
too strong and persistent to be ignored or reshaped by society. And while oppositional 
sexism certainly leads many people to closet their gender inclinations, | find it difficult to 
believe that the vast majority of people are hiding their true genders and sexualities or have 
resigned themselves to accepting wholly artificial ones. | would argue that our culture’s 
oppositional gender system can only be held so firmly in place because it resonates with the 
majority’s gender inclinations (that most—but not all—men gravitate toward masculinity 


and women to femininity). 


Second, we should beware of any theory that attempts to oversimplify gender. It is common 
for articles or books about gender to begin by defining gender in an exclusive way, such as 
whether a person is feminine or masculine (i.e., gender expression/gender roles), whether 
they identify as female or male (i.e., subconscious sex/gender identity), or whether they 
behave according to the social norms associated with each sex. These assumptions severely 
limit the terms of the debate. The truth is that any dialogue about gender must begin with 
the acknowledgment that the word ‘gender’ has scores of meanings, and all of them must 
be seriously considered if we hope to have an honest and fruitful discussion on the subject. 
Thus, theories that rely on either strictly gender essentialist or social constructionist 
definitions of gender, or that privilege certain gender inclinations over others, are destined 
to be inadequate in explaining the vast diversity of gender and sexual traits that exist in the 


world, and will inevitably make invisible certain sexual minorities. 


Finally, we should question any view of gender founded on gender entitlement. When we 


project our own gender-based assumptions and opinions onto other people’s behaviors and 
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bodies, we necessarily erase the distinctness of their individual genders and sexualities. 
Each of us has a unique experience with gender, one that is influenced by a host of extrinsic 
factors, such as culture, religion, race, economic class, upbringing, and ability, as well as 
intrinsic factors including our anatomy, genetic and hormonal makeup, subconscious sex, 
sexual orientation, and gender expression. Together, these factors help determine the 
gendered experiences we are exposed to, as well as the ways we process and make sense of 
them. For this reason, no person is capable of fully understanding our own gendered 
perspectives and experiences, nor are we able to presume the gendered histories, desires, 


motives, and perceptions of others.” 


| take it From this that Julia Serano does not follow politics, ever watch the TV news or 
use social media For, if she did, she would surely come to the conclusion that its relatively 
easy to “dupe” hundreds of millions of people on an ongoing basis and that these same 
hundreds of millions can both live in denial of otherwise obvious truths and lead entirely 
inauthentic lives of what existentialists would term “bad faith”. (Isn’t capitalism as a 
system of thought, For example, entirely about “duping” people into believing self- 
interest works out to the good of everybody -— entirely in error? Why couldn’t a gender 
system, which is but another way to organise social relations, then be too?) None of this, 
of course, disproves what Serano is saying about sex and gender but it does give the lie 
to her argument that such dupery is hard to Fathom. To the contrary: its not at all hard to 
Fathom. The first and most consistent person ANYONE lies to is themselves — and for 
quite salient reasons of being able to survive in the world and requiring a self-image 
which enables them to do that. As a person with a multi-decade history of mental health 
struggles, you can take that observation to the bank for | have lived it since childhood. 


Serano herself, however, seems to walk a strange line between giving out generalised 
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descriptions/explanations of various sex and gender-relevant phenomena and offering 
personal observations (in which the latter often seem to transmute into the Former). 


Another of these is the Following which ends her sixth chapter: 


“While | do not believe that there is an impenetrable wall that separates women from men, 
or queers from straights, | do believe that one exists between our own experiential gender, 
which we live, feel, and experience first hand, and the genders of others, which we merely 
perceive or make presumptions about but can never truly know in a tangible way. It is time 
for discourses in gender and sexuality to acknowledge this great divide, to move beyond the 
insolent rhetoric of gender entitlement and one-size-fits-all gender theories. We must stop 
projecting what we wish were true about gender and sexuality onto other people, and 


instead learn to yield to their unique individual identities, experiences, and perspectives.” 


In Serano’s seventh and eighth chapters this becomes the mantra that cissexuals (even 
medical or academic ones) cannot understand transsexuals because they are, in fact, not 
transsexuals. Consequently, Serano thinks cissexuals should probably shut up. As | have 
already explained, however, this works both ways. In Fact, taken to its logical conclusion 
and following the statement just quoted, Serano seems to believe that only we can 
speak for ourselves (with the consequent question of how we then understand each 
other left open). What this results in is the belief that the problem here is not a gender 
binary but “gender privilege” and, as far as the trans person is concerned, “cissexism” 
which is but a particular case of gender privilege. Gender privilege in general is talking 
over or for other people of a different gender — it can thus be applied traditionally as 
oppositional sexism where men talk over and for women or in a more radical frame of 


reference in regard to many genders. Serano decries medical and academic agendas 
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historically in this respect, both in regard to medical treatment for transsexuals and 
sexological discourses, as well as in regard to sociological and anthropological 
discourses, For talking over trans people in their various endeavours. She claims their 
doing so has erased the trans voice in all this research which is then “more about the 
researchers’ biases and assumptions than... about the transgender population.” Here it 
seems Serano’s fear is that “professionals” — who are almost entirely straight cissexuals — 
are creating “objective” or “scientific” discourses about transsexuals both over their 
heads and without their own preferred input. In doing so, she claims it is for their 
purposes rather than for those of trans people. It is being done, she claims, “to protect 


the cissexual public from their own gender anxiety”. 


The talk here is then of “gatekeepers” and those who are allowed to “pass” through the 
gates (and on what basis) and those who are not - all being done so as not to disturb a 
cis mentality which dominates in society. In this respect Serano reproduces her own 
history of the reception of out trans people that we saw earlier in this book from others. 
Serano emphasises here the desire of cis medics that only those trans people be allowed 
to transition who would become effectively invisible in the cis population after their 
transition, a socially conservative agenda, so as not to upset a cis normativity. In doing 
so, however, Serano charges that what happened as a result was a misunderstanding of 
trans. She argues that in diagnosing the symptom of trans as “gender dysphoria” that 
the ideal is to be a Functioning human being who can pass in a cis world, a form of 
cissexism. By definition here Serano’s point is that the cis world does not want a trans 
person to stand out like a sore thumb. That might disturb the unquestioned assumption 
of cis normality. Trans honesty is thus to be denied for the sake of cis peace. In Fact, 


Serano basically charges that the modern medicalisation of trans has been decidedly on 
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cis terms (it was, for example, highly Focused on male-to-female transition rather than 
Female-to-male even though Serano now reports that transitioning is roughly equal in 
both directions) and was done according to cis proclivities. Here it gets weird since most 
doctors are men and most trans medicine has been “making ladies” (in the words of the 
Scissor Sisters song). Serano thinks this is because “the gatekeepers Focused on MTF 
(male-to-female) spectrum individuals... because they considered male expressions of 
Femininity to be more disturbing and potentially threatening to society than female 
expressions of masculinity.” In other words, Serano diagnoses the “problem” here for a 


cissexist and oppositional sexist world as “feminine men”. She adds: 


“The idea that ‘male femininity’ is more psychopathological than ‘female masculinity’ can 
be found throughout the transgender-specific diagnoses in the most recent edition of the 
DSM (DSM-IV-TR) (the official American Psychiatric Association handbook on psychological 
phenomena). For example, the entry for transvestic fetishism (which exempts FTM spectrum 
trans people) is listed in the DSM as a paraphilia, a psychiatric category for sexual behaviors 
described as involving ‘(1) nonhuman objects, (2) the suffering or humiliation of oneself or 
one’s partner, or (3) children or other nonconsenting persons.’ The transvestic fetishism 
diagnosis is written in such a vague way as to include most, if not all, heterosexual men who 
routinely crossdress. Katherine Wilson, who writes for GID Reform Advocates (an 
organization that works to reform the psychiatric classification of gender diversity as 
mental disorder), has pointed out how this diagnosis, while targeting male-bodied people, is 


mired in traditional sexism: 


‘Curiously, women and gay men are free to wear whatever clothing they choose without a 


label of mental illness. This criterion serves to enforce a stricter standard of conformity for 
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straight males than women or gay men. Its dual standard not only reflects the social 
privilege of heterosexual males in American culture, but promotes it. One implication is that 
biological males who emulate women, with their lower social status, are presumed 
irrational and mentally disordered, while biological females who emulate males are not. A 
second implication stereotypically associates femininity and cross dressing with male 


homosexuality and serves to punish straight males who transgress this stereotype.” 


OF course, we have seen how societal attitudes inevitably leak into medical discourses in 
this book before so none of this should be any surprise to us. Serano’s thesis that 
“society is as society does” is to be expected. Serano, in this case, coins her own term for 


mm, 


what is going on in her diagnosed problem of “an obsession with ‘male Femininity’”: she 
calls it “effemimania” in a novel case of the patient turning back the diagnosing onto the 
doctor. Here Serano diagnoses a general problem of the feminised male but she 
imagines this medical diagnosis is not very accurate and conflates multiple different 
realities when “it tends to conflate Feminine gender expression, male homosexuality, 
and MTF transsexuality with one another, often treating them as though they were 
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different symptoms of the same ‘disease.’” OF course, no one should take it For granted 
that any of these things are the consequence of “a disease” but in a world that thinks a 
man wanting to be feminised is diseased behaviour, it will become one. In this case 
Serano’s previous complaint that one kind of person is being studied by another kind of 
person — and without necessarily having the experience, understanding or frame of 
reference to know what is going on with them - is a pertinent observation, one which 
lends support to Serano’s observation that such people then have the choice to either 


let trans people speak for themselves or, which is the choice that has been taken instead, 


attempt to conform trans people to their own cis world. Serano explains this choice on 
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the basis of a prescribed effemimania, traditional sexism (in which Femininity is inferior 
to masculinity) and an authoritarianism which comes from one community being the 
gatekeepers of another. Oh, that and the trans woman can be turned into a sex object, 
wanting to be a sex object then for the MTF trans person becoming a matter of 


“autogynephilia”, getting off on and in pretending to be a woman. 


This results in this general appraisal from Julia Serano: 


“While generally presented under the guise of objective science, the body of research 
compiled by the gatekeepers has been so undermined by their own biases that their results 
are nothing more than a research artifact. The gatekeepers consistently claimed that 
transsexuality was a ‘rare’ phenomenon without acknowledging that they themselves 
played an active role in restricting the number of trans people who would be allowed to 
transition; they believed that crossdressing and transsexuality primarily ‘afflicted’ those 
assigned a male sex at birth without realizing that their own effemimania rendered FTM 
spectrum individuals invisible. Indeed, the majority of research on transgenderism and 
transsexuality they produced clearly fit the criteria for ‘pathological science,’ a term used to 
describe work that initially conforms to the scientific method, but then unconsciously veers 


from that method and begins a pathological process of wishful data interpretation.” 


The social problem with this, of course, is that how “science” explains things is a way a 
lot of people simply take the things it discusses. So if science explains the trans person in 
a certain way, and skews its focus onto some examples and away from others, this 
presents a general picture of trans to the world outside. Science, of course, also does 


this “authoritatively”, as a disciplinary matrix which claims to “understand” and “explain”. 
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It also does so according to its (or its society’s) values. All this creates knowledge (as 
Foucault wrote about at length) which is then adhered to by society in general as it 
becomes conformed to it. We then get the notion, which is not uncommon as Serano 
complains herself, that “trans” is a recently invented phenomenon that never existed 
before. Furthermore, this belief understands that trans is a medical invention rather 
than something about a natural human variation that has been present in human beings 
historically. It is ideas like this, thinks Serano, which lead to accusations that trans people 
are being duped or are faking being something they are not (which she attempts to 
counter with subconscious sex, implicit inclinations and sexual orientation) and a major 
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Failing of this whole situation for Serano is that “cissexual ‘experts’ are presuming to 
pronounce on the matter of trans lives as if they understood them better than the trans 
people themselves. Here Serano thinks a major Failing of social constructive ideas is that 
they tend to promote that idea that “trans” is exactly a constructed phenomenon rather 
than something more naturally occurring. Such accusations from enemies of trans 
people are not at all uncommon and this is just one reason why Serano wants to put 
trans logically prior to social construction. Here Serano helpfully points out that both 
“homosexual” and “transsexual” are very recent words in the history of our species and 


both are equally “constructed” as ideas - yet considerably less people now seem to think 


that the homosexual is just made up (or is pathological) than they do the transsexual. 


What Serano uncovers here is, of course, a POLITICAL problem. It is a problem of 
gatekeeping people who should be free and autonomous beings not treated any 
differently to the rest of civil society in their medical needs and requirements. (One does 
not need to see a psychiatrist to get boobs hugely increased in size if one is a cis woman, 


an example of gender-affirming care. IF one is a trans woman, however, one needs to see 
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a psychiatrist to get HRT — which is also an example of gender-affirming care.) So Serano 


concludes: 


“This system is inherently cissexist, as it requires trans people to accommodate and appease 
the gender presumptions of individual therapists (who potentially harbor traditional sexist, 
oppositional sexist, and/or cissexist biases) in order to have our identified genders 
recognized. It’s time we replace the existing gatekeeper model with one that’s centered on 
the needs of trans people themselves. This begins with the public acknowledgment that all 
people have the right to self-identify (even if that identity falls outside of the male/ female 
binary), and that one’s self-identified gender is necessarily more legitimate than the one 
that is rather naively assigned to them by others. Further, the process of socially and legally 
changing one’s sex should be entirely uncoupled from medicine and psychiatry: No specific 
medical procedure should be required for one to have one’s identified sex recognized, nor 
should any medical or psychiatric professional have the authority to prevent someone from 
living in their identified sex. Those trans people who feel that they need to hormonally or 
physically transition in order to ease their gender dissonance should be allowed that option 
if they wish (in the same way that cissexuals ultimately choose for themselves whether or 
not to undergo hormone replacement therapy, genital or breast reconstruction, fertility and 


sexuality-related procedures, etc.). 


The idea that trans people should decide for themselves whether or not to physically 
transition—what some have disdainfully referred to as ‘sex change on demand’—has been 
opposed by the gatekeeper establishment from the beginning. The most common argument 
is that the system as it stands acts as a safeguard to prevent people who are not 


transsexual (e.g., cissexuals who are merely embarrassed or confused about their atypical 
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sexuality or who exhibit ‘delusional’ or ‘antisocial’ behavior) from undergoing potentially 
irreversible medical procedures. Once again, such practices reveal the cissexist biases of the 
gatekeepers: Trans people are denied immediate treatment of their gender dissonance in 
order to protect the well-being of a rather small minority of cissexuals. One can only 
imagine how furious and frustrated most cissexuals would feel if they had to undergo 
psychotherapy for three to six months (so that a psychiatrist could rule out the possibility 
that they were transsexual) before obtaining permission to undergo hormone replacement 


therapy or gender-related surgeries they required. 


The gatekeepers’ fear of ‘sex change on demand’ rings particularly hollow in a world where 
most trans people cannot even afford to take the medically and psychiatrically sanctioned 
route to transition. Psychotherapy is prohibitively expensive for those who do not have 
adequate insurance; many trans people rely on underground markets and overseas 
pharmacies to obtain affordable hormones without a prescription. Many undergo sex 
reassignment surgeries in countries like Thailand, where it is much less expensive and where 
there are fewer restrictions than in the United States. Clearly, gatekeeper 
micromanagement of transitioning has only served to force a significant percentage of 
trans people (who either cannot afford to follow the HBIGDA standards of care or fail to 


convince their therapists that they are ‘true’ transsexuals) out of the system. 


Those gatekeepers who believe that they alone should have the authority to determine who 
should and should not be allowed to transition ignore the obvious fact that gender 
dissonance has always been a ‘self-diagnosed’ condition: There are no visible signs or tests 
for it; only the trans person can feel and describe it. Once we make the arduous decision to 


transition—letting go of other people’s perceptions of us in favor of being true to ourselves 
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—there is really nothing anyone can do to stop us. For these reasons, medical and mental 
health professionals should turn their attention away from regulating sex reassignment and 
toward facilitating the safe access to the means of transitioning. Thankfully, some have 
already begun working toward this goal, designing programs that provide trans people with 
affordable access to information, hormones, and the appropriate medical tests to ensure a 
safe transition. Others in the field of psychiatry have similarly advocated that mental health 
professionals move away from the gatekeeper model and toward one focused on helping 
the transsexual manage the emotional stress and obstacles they are faced with when 


transitioning. 


While all of these changes represent a promising start, true equality for transsexuals and 
transgender people will remain elusive as long as gender variance remains pathologized by 
the American Psychiatric Association, which publishes the DSM. Human beings show a large 
range of gender and sexual diversity, so there is no legitimate reason for any form of cross- 


gender behavior or identity to be categorized as a mental disorder.” 


Gendering is a subjective thing. The only person who can tell you “what you are” is, and 
always has been, you. No one does this in isolation for everyone is socialised but it 
remains the case that only people can speak for themselves. (This should also be a 
political value as well, of course.) IF one is trans or non-binary or gender-variant, 
however, one finds that one lives in a cis world comprised of cis terminology, cis 
vocabulary and cis logic: all is cis-centric here. Serano in Fact argues that the need for 
“passing” is entirely based on these facts: cissexuals, she says, “create, Foster and 
enforce” passing so as not to disturb themselves in an authoritarian logic of fitting in and 


trans erasure. Her wider political Focus, however, is the matter of “gender entitlement” 
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and this Focuses majorly on the construction of Femininity in society. Or, rather, on the 
Fact it is often seen as constructed (and so artificial) rather than as a natural endowment. 


It is to this subject that she turns in the closing chapters of her book. 


Here Serano’s penultimate chapter is, according to her, about “Putting the Feminine 
Back into Feminism” but to my mind its actually about how we see gender at all and the 
possibilities and impossibilities we see, For example, in describing oneself as a woman or 
a man, a boy or a girl. This starts, in fact, from Serano’s opening story of this chapter in 
which the feminine woman does not want to be seen as a feminist for she interprets 
Feminists as those who look down on femininity. But what is Femininity (a question | 


raised myself at the start of this afterword)? Serano answers that question like this: 


“In its broadest sense, femininity refers to the behaviors, mannerisms, interests, and ways 
of presenting oneself that are typically associated with those who are female. Thus, the 
first thing we must acknowledge is that femininity is a collection of heterogeneous traits. 
This is an important point to make, as femininity is often assumed to be a monolithic entity 
—i.e., a ‘package deal’ of gender expressions, traits, and qualities that are inevitably 
bundled together. The fact that individual feminine traits are separable is evident in the 
fact that some women are verbally effusive and emotive (qualities that are commonly 
considered feminine), but not particularly feminine in their manner of dress. Reciprocally, 
some women who dress very femininely are not very effusive or emotive. Still other women 
exhibit both or neither of these qualities. In must also be mentioned that these and other 
feminine traits are not unique to women, as individual men can (and often do) exhibit 


them.” 
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“Femininity”, in this description, is then NOT “a single biological program that is initiated 
only in genetic Females”. But, respecting her own dislike of either end of a 
genetic/sociological binary, Serano also says that it is NOT “a unified social program 
designed to shape women’s personalities and sexualities via a combination of social 
norms, constructs, and conditioning.” Serano interprets this latter idea as saying that it is 
wrong to imagine Femininity is “unnatural” because it is imagined to be artificial. Serano 
herself imagines it to be a biosocial entity in which “individual feminine traits arise From 
different combinations of biology and socialization.” Here one might contrast “Feminine 
Fashions” with “emotional intensity” as respectively more social and more biological 
examples of feminine traits according to Serano. Again, there are rumours of things 
being “hardwired” to preserve the biosocial course decided upon but in this course 
Serano attempts to avoid straying into either the shallows of gender essentialism or the 


straits of complete artificiality. 


So biology is always here present as constraint but only within an understanding of 
human beings as biologically naturally diverse in a gender/sexual way. It is admitted that 
sociological Factors shape and direct the socialised human being but, since each human 
being is naturally different, this will never be in exactly the same way and will always 
involve non-pathological exceptions. This, of course, is where Serano’s subconscious sex, 
implicit inclinations and sexual orientations Fit in. I'd personally prefer if she could do 
without such things — yet without ceasing to recognise that gender/sexuality is a matter 
of likely complex biological processes and sociality in tandem as an integrated process 
(i.e. the conditions of one’s existence are also part of one’s existence even as “biology 
inevitably produces a broad spectrum of potential combinations of behavioral 


tendencies in people”). 
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The question is then how such traits are habitually interpreted and Serano’s various 
sexisms are at play in such a discussion, not least the “oppositional sexism” she 
diagnoses which pits masculine against Feminine in a hierarchical way and delegitimises 
Femininity in any but the appropriately Feminine — whilst putting the Feminine in its place 
in respect of masculinity. (Here femininity in a man does not necessitate that that man is 
really a trans woman or a cross dresser or a gay man; it could just be this is a regular cis- 
heterosexual man who has a feminine trait or traits. Serano’s point is that such a man 
would be judged or policed for this by oppositional sexism.) Here Serano imagines not 
only enemies of femininity From a political and traditional place but also from a more 
radical place which only wants to praise Femininity when it is being used to undermine 
the gender binary and “artificialize” everything (often this might be termed “queering” 
it). Serano herself resists such edginess and, in fact, criticises it. Talking of more 
conservative and traditional “unilateral feminists” and more queer and leftist 


“deconstructive Feminists”, she writes: 


“both deconstructive and unilateral feminism share the belief that (1) femininity is not a 
natural form of expression, but rather one that is socially imposed; (2) most women are 
‘duped’ into believing that their femininity arises intrinsically rather than due to extrinsic 
forces such as socialization or social constructs; (3) people who are ‘in the know’ recognize 
that gender expression is artificial and easily malleable, and thus they can purposefully 
adopt a more radical, antisexist gender expression (e.g., androgyny, drag, etc.); and (4) 
because feminine women choose not to adopt these supposedly radical, antisexist gender 
expressions, they may be seen as enabling sexism and thus collaborating in their own 


oppression.” 


733 


One particular bugbear of Serano’s here is “artificializing femininity” and about that she 


has this specifically to say: 


“The feminist assumption that ‘femininity is artificial’ is narcissistic, as it invariably casts 
nonfeminine women as having ‘superior knowledge’ while dismissing feminine women as 
either ‘dupes’ (who are too ignorant to recognize they have been conned) or ‘fakes’ (who 
purposely engage in ‘unnatural’ behaviors in order to uphold sexist societal norms). This 
tendency to dismiss feminine women is eerily similar to the behavior of some lesbian- 
feminists in the 1970s who arrogantly claimed that they were more righteous feminists 
than heterosexual women because the latter group was ‘fucking with the oppressor.’ It is an 
extraordinarily convenient tactic to artificialize, and even demean, an inclination (such as 
femininity or heterosexuality) when you personally are not inclined toward it. Indeed, this is 
exactly what straight bigots do when they dismiss queer forms of gender and sexual 
expression as ‘unnatural.’ When we feminists stoop to the level of policing gender and start 
inventing etiologies to explain why some women adopt ‘unnatural’ feminine forms of 
expression, there’s little to distinguish us from the sexist forces we claim to be fighting 


against in the first place. 


While femininity is in many ways influenced, shaped, and enforced by society, to say that it 
is entirely ‘artificial’ or merely a ‘performance’ is patronizing toward those for whom 
femininity simply feels right. Indeed, one would have to have a rather grim view of the 
female population to believe that a majority of us could so easily be ‘brainwashed’ or 
‘coerced’ into enthusiastically adopting an entirely contrived or wholly artificial set of 
gender expressions. In fact, it seems incomprehensible that so many women could so 


actively gravitate toward femininity unless there was something about it that resonated 
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with them on a profound level. This becomes even more obvious when considering feminine 
folks who exhibit no desire whatsoever to fit into straight society, such as femme dykes 
(who proudly express their femininity despite being historically marginalized within the 
lesbian movement because of it) and ‘nelly queens’ (who remain fiercely feminine despite 


the gay male obsession with praising butchness and deriding ‘effeminacy’). 


The idea that ‘femininity is artificial’ is also blatantly misogynistic. While a handful of 
theorists in the field of gender studies have more recently begun to focus on how 
masculinity is constructed, the lion’s share of feminist attention, deconstruction, and 
denigration has been directed squarely at femininity. There is an obvious reason for this. 
Just as woman is man’s ‘other,’ so too is femininity masculinity’s ‘other.’ Under such 
circumstances, negative connotations like ‘artificial,’ ‘contrived,’ and ‘frivolous’ become 
built into our understanding of femininity—indeed, this is precisely what allows masculinity 
to always come off as ‘natural,’ ‘practical,’ and ‘uncomplicated.’ Those feminists who single 
out women’s dress shoes, clothing, and hairstyles to artificialize necessarily leave 
unchallenged the notion that their masculine counterparts are ‘natural’ and ‘practical.’ This 
is the same male-centered approach that allows the appearances and behaviors of men 
who wish to charm or impress others to seem ‘authentic’ while the reciprocal traits 
expressed by women are dismissed as ‘feminine wiles.’ Femininity is portrayed as a trick or 
ruse so that masculinity invariably seems sincere by comparison. For this reason, there are 
few intellectual tasks easier than artificializing feminine gender expression, because male- 


centricism purposefully sets up femininity as masculinity’s ‘straw man’ or its scapegoat.” 


All this amounts to “maligning Femininity” for Serano and is misogynistic, not least in 


that, in some guises, it privileges a biological “femaleness” (which is itself a construct) 
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over femininity, an activity which polices women first (since women are the most 
numerous group who will intersect with Femininity) but not only women (since non- 
women can also have Feminine traits). Here effemimania makes a return since it devalues 
the Feminine male in Serano’s narrative as an example of devaluing femininity as a 


whole. 


But now, in Serano’s twentieth, and final, chapter things take yet another turn when she 
rejects what she calls “subversivism” as a response to all she has detailed throughout her 
book (of which, of course, | have only scratched the surface here). “Subversivism” Serano 
describes as “the practice of extolling certain gender and sexual expressions and 
identities simply because they are unconventional or nonconforming.” In other words, 
Serano sees no inherent benefit in ascribing to, or assigning oneself, “atypical genders 
and sexualities” just because one thinks they transgress or subvert an oppressive binary 
normality. Serano in Fact argues that, in creating such subversivism, its adherents also 
create an “other” for it (as creating one thing always intellectually creates its antithesis), 
that which must be designated “conservative” or even “hegemonic” or “oppressive” as a 
result. It does this by default even though those who may fall within these categories do 
not see themselves as, or desire to be, such things. (One imagines here the idea, not at 
all uncommon in the history of interpretation of trans, that trans people themselves are 
traditionalists who “perform” a gender to fit in with the normies is not far away from 
Serano’s thinking. She adverts to it several times throughout her book — rejecting every 


time the idea that trans is an inferior phenomenon as she does.) 


One sees this “subversive” category of person every time someone sees a person on 


social media who habitually criticises “the cishets” or “the normies” or people who are 
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stable heterosexual Feminine women and masculine men. Gender/sexuality is turned by 
the subversive into a new us against them, a partisanship, a reason to police people, and 


Serano sees it as a damaging phenomenon. She writes: 


“To me, the most surreal part of this whole transgressing-versus-reinforcing-gender-norms 
dialogue in the queer/trans community (and in many gender studies classrooms and books) 
is the unacknowledged hypocrisy of it all. It is sadly ironic that people who claim to be 
gender-fucking in the name of ‘shattering the gender binary,’ and who criticize people 
whose identities fail to adequately challenge our societal notions of femaleness and 
maleness, cannot see that they have just created a new gender binary, one in which 
subversive genders are ‘good’ and conservative genders are ‘bad.’ In a sense, this new 
gender binary isn’t even all that new. It is merely the original oppositional sexist binary 
flipped upside down. So now, gender-nonconforming folks are on top and gender-normative 
people are on the bottom—how revolutionary! Now, | understand the temptation for a 
marginalized group to turn the hierarchy that has oppressed them upside down, as it can 
feel very empowering to finally be atop the pecking order, but it’s absurd to claim that such 
approaches in any way undermine that binary. If anything, they only serve to reinforce it 


further.” 


The key idea at play here is that there is nothing at all “radical” in itself in designating 
good guys and bad guys (a fault | concede | have been perilously close to myself before - 
and probably even in this book — and something absolutely anyone can do with no effort 
whatsoever). The issue is not one of good and bad genders or good and bad sexualities 
but OF THEIR RELATIONS and the organisation of gender/sexual relations in general 


(also known as “how we all just get along”). Serano has been exegeting human society 
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and diagnosing various kinds of gender/sexual fault lines in human relations throughout 
her text — always from her own position as a trans lesbian woman -— and this has 
produced her own unique field of view on such a subject. In the end, this comes down to 
“the dominance of cissexual voices in the queer/ trans community, and the exclusionary 
practice of subversivism” as, once again, the right and left sides which depict extremisms 
one must travel a central course between. Serano fundamentally does not believe in 
choosing your extremism and then designating all others anathema to it but in forming 


alliances. So she writes at length as the conclusion to her text: 


“we must begin to (once again) think in terms of alliances rather than monolithic 
communities. Alliance-based activism begins with the recognition that we are all 
individuals, each with a limited history and experiencing a largely unique set of privileges, 
expectations, assumptions, and restrictions. Thus, none of us have ‘superior knowledge’ 
when it comes to sexuality and gender. By calling ourselves an alliance, we explicitly 
acknowledge that we are working toward a common goal (how about ‘making the world 
safe and just for people of all genders and sexualities’?), while simultaneously recognizing 
and respecting our many differences. There can be no legitimate accusations of 
‘divisiveness’ in an alliance, as differences of opinion would be expected from the start. 
Thinking in terms of alliances can encourage us to move beyond the single goal of creating 
safe queer/trans spaces, to recognize that, in reality, there is no such thing as a ‘safe space.’ 
After all, the very notion of safety is often predicated on a presumed and exclusionary sense 
of ‘sameness’ and ‘oneness.’ And unlike subversivism, which fosters a grim and belittling 
view of the heterosexual, gender-normative majority, alliance-based gender activism 
recognizes that the only way we will change society is by engaging the mainstream public 


and working with, rather than against, our straight allies. 
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If we hope to build alliances that are respectful of all queer and transgender perspectives, 
then we must stop talking about the gender binary system, as if there is only one. As a trans 
woman, | deal with lots of gender binaries: male/female, heterosexual/homosexual, 
cissexual/transsexual, cisgender/transgender, and so on. As someone who is marginalized in 
queer/trans spaces for not being ‘subversive’ or ‘transgressive’ enough, | find that calls to 
‘shatter the (male/female) gender binary’ sound hollow. And when cissexual queers try to 
frame all forms of gender/sexual discrimination in terms of ‘heterosexist gender norms,’ 
they deny the fact that, as a transsexual woman, | experience way more cissexist and trans- 
misogynistic animosity and condescension from members of my own lesbian community 
than | ever have from my straight friends and acquaintances. The truth is that whenever we 
enter a different space, or speak with a different person, we are forced to deal with a 
somewhat different set of binaries and assumptions. Indeed, my experience living in the San 
Francisco Bay Area—where most straight people | know are very comfortable with 
queerness, yet many queer people | know harbor subversivist attitudes toward straightness 
—makes it clear that there needs to be a more general strategy to challenge all forms of 


sexism, not just the typical or obvious ones. 


Rather than focusing on ‘shattering the gender binary,’ | believe we should turn our 
attention instead to challenging all forms of gender entitlement, the privileging of one’s 
own perceptions, interpretations, and evaluations of other people's genders over the way 
those people understand themselves. After all, whenever we assign values to other people's 
genders and sexualities—whether we call them subversive or conservative, cool or uncool, 
normal or abnormal, natural or unnatural—we are automatically creating or reaffirming 
some kind of hierarchy. In other words, when we critique any gender as being ‘good’ or 


‘bad,’ we are by definition being sexist. After all, isn't what drives many of us into feminism 
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and queer activism in the first place our frustration that other people often place rather 
arbitrary meanings and values onto our sexed bodies, gender expressions, and sexualities? Is 
there really any difference between the schoolyard bullies who teased us for being too 
feminine or masculine when we were little, the arrogant employer who assumes that we 
aren’t cut out for the job because we're female, the gay men who claim that we are holding 
back the gay rights movement because we are not straight-acting enough, and the people 
—whether lesbian-feminists of the 1970s and 1980s, or subversivists in the 2000s—who 


decry us for not being androgynous enough to be ‘true gender radicals’? 


Some might argue that it’s simply human nature for us to assign different values to 
different genders and sexualities. For example, if we tend to prefer the company of men 
over women, or if we find androgynous people more attractive than feminine or masculine 
ones, isn’t that assigning them a different worth? Not necessarily. There is a big difference 
between rightly recognizing these preferences in terms of our personal predilections (‘I find 
androgynous people attractive’) and entitled claims that imply that there are no other 
legitimate opinions (‘Masculine and feminine people are not sexy, period’). Similarly, there’s 
a big difference between calling yourself a woman or a genderqueer because you feel that 
word best captures your gendered experience and using that identity to make claims or 
presumptions about other people’s genders (e.g., assuming that ‘men’ or ‘gender- 


conforming people’ are your ‘opposites’). 


Some might also argue that there is such a thing as ‘bad’ gender—for instance, a woman 
who feels coerced into living up to stereotypically feminine ideals. As someone who was 
closeted for many years, | can understand why someone might be tempted to describe 


genders that are enforced by others (e.g., stereotypical femininity or masculinity) as being 
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‘bad.’ The problem is that there is no way for us to know whether any given person's gender 
identity or expression is sincere or coerced. While we experience our own genders and 
sexualities first hand, and thus are capable of separating our own intrinsic inclinations from 
the extrinsic expectations that others place on us, we are unable to do so on behalf of other 
people. We can only ever make assumptions and educated guesses about the authenticity 


of someone else’s sexuality or gender—and that’s always dangerous. 


The thing that always impresses me about human beings is our diversity. Even when we are 
brought up in similar environments, we still somehow gravitate toward very different 
careers, hobbies, politics, manners of speaking and acting, aesthetic preferences, and so 
forth. Maybe this diversity is due to genetic variation. Or maybe, being naturally curious and 
adaptive creatures, we invariably tend to scatter all over the place, exploiting every niche 
we can possibly find. Either way, it’s fairly obvious that we also end up all over the map 
when it comes to gender and sexuality. That being the case, if we take the subversivist 
route and focus our energies on deriding stereotypically feminine and masculine genders, 
we will inevitably disparage some (perhaps many) people for whom those genders simply 
feel right and natural. Furthermore, by critiquing those gender expressions in an entitled 
way, we actively create new gender expectations that others may feel obliged to meet 
(which is exactly what’s now starting to happen in the queer/trans community). That is why 
| suggest that we turn our energies and attention away from the way that individuals ‘do’ or 
‘perform’ their own genders and instead focus on the expectations and assumptions that 
those individuals project onto everybody else. By focusing on gender entitlement rather 
than gender performance, we may finally take the next step toward a world where all 
people can choose their genders and sexualities at will, rather than feeling coerced by 


others.” 
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| read this For myself (now going beyond Serano’s text and commenting on it for myself) 
as all to the good if this is about “the priority of Self-ID”. But, of course, | think it should 
be spruced up with some free-spirited pirate anarchy. Thus, we should recognise that no 
gender/sexuality is sacred and neither is any profane. We should recognise that if we 
want to be radical about gender/sexuality then we need to do more than simply reverse 
the polarity on prevailing hierarchies. What we need to in Fact do is VALUE DIFFERENTLY. 
This means truly embracing the notion of SelF-ID which represents the valuation of 
agency and autonomy and free association in human relations. A lot of people in trans, 
non-binary and queer communities speak to Self-ID but it is not always clear that they 
understand its ramifications or how much of a change it would be compared to the 
current coerced relations. Self-ID means self-responsibility and it means articulating your 
place in society for yourself without overriding that of others at the same time. “Self-ID 
by Law” would be a poor substitute for this and indicates that the necessary desire For 


agency and autonomy has not yet made its way into the intellect of those concerned. 


Ultimately, of course, the anarchist insists that gender/sex relations are part of a matrix 
of relations that encompass several other things, not least politics, economics and 
morality. A person oppressed in any of these ways cannot be free in their gender/sex 
relations either for these things operate along fabricated gender/sex Fault lines. 
Consequently, the anarchist insists that human beings need to work for these freedoms 
all at once with values of agency, autonomy, free association, human affinity, natural 
human diversity and a destruction of societally centralising coercions and institutional 
systems at the heart of everything they do. Gender/sex is an important and seemingly 
unavoidable part of human existence, but it is not the whole pie. And it is the whole pie 


that needs Fixing if any of it, let alone all of it, is to taste good. 
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So that is why, in this First half of my book, | have discussed kynogamia, a Cynic way to 
disrupt standard civilisational relationships based on self-owning and free association. 
Its why the idea is prevalent in my thinking: “That relation is best which you positively 
embrace for yourself” (and so which people embrace cooperatively together). Its why | 
was thrilled to read Ryan and Jetha on the subject of “socio-erotic exchanges”, a 
wonderfully euphemistic way to describe political, economic and moral communities 
oiled up and held together by sex. This leads to the rediscovered notion (at least if Ryan 
and Jetha are correct) of sex as something with a social and not just a personal meaning 
and use, an erotic mutual aid. (I've actually seen this joked about on social media before 
but here it is as a real and serious idea.) Examples of autonomous peoples like the 
Mosuo remind us that one can organise one’s relations for oneself and that they never 
have to be just one way. We need to relearn the value of a primitive affluence even if we 
will never be primitive (a relative term) in some other senses ever again. We need to 
remember that “what is there” does not tell us what to make of it: because we should 
tell us what to make of it (lest somebody else tell us instead). We can make meaning and 
significant human relations on our own terms if we don’t get fixated with 
“understanding” and “explanation” as if things were deterministic and Fixed. They aren’t 
these things and our relations are our own to make of them what we will. Serano’s 
submission is that this should be done on the basis of Self-ID and the dignity of allowing 
this to everyone else too as the only basis for an equitable and mutual society. In my 
terms, this is a matter of the anarchist principles of agency, autonomy, Free association 
and affinity in decentralised communities without overarching control. But then it comes 
to politics. And that’s what | want, in varying discussions, to think about in the second 


half of this book. 
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6. An Inventory for Social Anarchy: Jesus and the Destitutes’ Domain 


“Jesus was born of a virgin. Assuming Mary wasn't part of the small percentage of women 
who are intersex, that means she did not have a Y chromosome to pass on to Jesus. 
Therefore Jesus, we can assume, was XX in terms of chromosomes. Yet presented as a man. 


Jesus was a trans man. That's just science.” (Thanks to Vivian Wulf for this imaginary) 


After Five chapters, the whole First half of this book, being about sex, it is time to change 
tack. But, in changing tack aboard this here pirate ship that flies a black flag, me 
hearties, | shall not be changing subject. The subject throughout this book is “human 
relationships” and an exploration and motivation of what | imagine their best 
configuration (and the values and principles involved in that) to be. But from a more 
sexual half of the book | now turn to a more political half. And | begin in what you, dear 


reader, might imagine is a strange, if not an unacceptable, place. 


| aim now to begin this half of my book with a project about the political, ethical and 
economic ideas and motivations of one Jesus of Nazareth. This figure, as you may 
already have decided in reading what | just said, is not often thought of as a politician or 
an economist. In Fact, if you look at the publications of academics whose specialist 
subject is “the historical Jesus”, historical speculations (which is what they mostly are) 
about the prospective human being of that name, it is extremely rare to Find academic 
books that discuss either the politics of Jesus or his economic plan for human society. 
People in general, even academic people who aren't simply sucked into the theological 
vortex around him, have little or nothing to say about these things as either general 


principles or detailed manifestos. 
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This is all rather bizarre to me because when | look at the historical detail of the life and 
interests of Jesus in the remaining evidence about him (I assume Jesus existed but it 
doesn’t matter if you don’t; simply think of him as a Fiction behind some ideas which 
were still written down and passed on through history anyway) what | see is a person 
putting Forward a very deliberate construction of society in political, ethical and 
economic terms. Jesus, | suggest, was fundamentally concerned with human 
relationships and quite a lot of what he is reported to have said, if not also done, was 
about exactly that. So, in the project | now intend to write to start off the half of this 
book that is about “political relationships”, that is exactly what | am going to zero in on. 
Here what | have come to call “The Destitutes’ Domain” is going to be an attempt to 
imagine the political, ethical and economic manifesto (i.e. guiding set of values and 
relationships) of Jesus, better and more accurately described in his native Aramaic as 
Yeshua, the one said, in the Christian gospels, to have come from Nazareth who more 
than a few have imagined, in the past and the present, as divine. But before | can write 
about this domain positively | am going to have need of some information about that 
character and his values First that | can work with. Let me explain further For those who 


might have concerns about this before | continue. 


| am not a Christian and have no theological interest in (or in promoting) Jesus. | regard 
him strictly as a potential human being who existed in history who now largely only 
exists in either historical texts (which do and did exist) or in cultural memory (which is 
often religious). In creating a very necessary textual inventory for this historical 
character as a precursor to my political, ethical and economic arguments, | therefore 
want to make it clear that what will be happening when | do this is an imaginary act of 


interpretation and judgment of historical texts in relation to the various Jesuses that 
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were remembered in what are now his textual remains (for | shall almost exclusively be 
interested in historical texts rather than the cultural, and latterly almost exclusively 
religious, memory). | have some past academic experience in this and undertook some 
academic training in the sources under consideration in order to be able to do it. (I was 
once a post graduate who studied the historical Jesus as the subject of a PhD thesis.) In 
taking on this task, however, | should make it clear that | Feel no obligation to any of 
these texts as they are presented (i.e. in order to simply reproduce them or their ideas 
and values) but only to my own interests in an honest act of interpretation and so 
imagination. My interest in Jesus is For my political and anarchistic purposes and not to 
promote or hype any particular interpretation of, or meaning in regard to, Jesus. In many 
respects, in Fact, | am interested in aspects of the character Jesus that other people 
simply aren't interested in at all. In this respect, | regard him as any other political thinker 
or revolutionary and, indeed, as more especially a political thinker and revolutionary; one 


who was put to death as such, in fact. 


The result of the inventory | intend to build before going on to interpret that inventory, 
readers should be aware, will not then be “the original Jesus” (an idealistic entity that 
could never physically exist) nor even necessarily “the historical Jesus” - where this is 
imagined by some as a possibly recoverable entity. Instead, this will be an interpreted, 
remembered, imagined Jesus, one that comes through texts which are themselves 
memories. This, in Fact, is the only Jesus anyone can ever have: one that is a remembered 
Fiction whole and entire. Consequently, readers should be aware that, in this Jesus 
project as part of my wider text, | have no real interest in arguing that, or defending the 
belief that, this Jesus ever existed - as if a narrative rhetoric from 2,000 years after 


someone's putative life and death could naively, objectively or positivistically 
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reconstitute them in all their lived reality. This, | think, is simply nonsense in every case — 
and not really relevant to my purpose here anyway. All | think we can in Fact do is 
interpret, imagine and argue For what it is we see and why -— before going on to then 
explain what we think this means. This applies equally to any character in any history. It 
would, for example, apply just as much to Gerrard Winstanley, the religiously motivated 
English political revolutionary of the seventeenth century | addressed in Black Flag (and 
will do again in a Future chapter of this book) as it would to Jesus. | see these people in 
the same way, historically speaking. (This is to say that what Follows is an interpretation 
of texts. Should it turn out the Jesus | interpret never existed, | don’t consider it makes 
much difference. The character, ideas and examples still do.) So what | now intend to do 
is imagine a version of Jesus, always in respect of the textual traces that remember him, 
in order to create an inventory of their ideas and beliefs that | can then interpret in 


political, ethical and economic directions in relation to my own overall project here. 


So to the inventory of texts for this interpretive project. | list, then discuss, the inventory 


below to be interpreted as an elucidation of “The Destitutes’ Domain”: 


Abbreviations 


Matt — Gospel of Matthew 

Mk — Gospel of Mark 

Lk —- Gospel of Luke 

Jn- Gospel of John 

GTh — Gospel of Thomas (found in the Egyptian desert in 1945) 


Q - Sayings Gospel Q (a putative source of Matthew and Luke so contained in both) 


748 


2:15-17 Matt 9:13 


2:21-22 GTh47 Lk 16:13 


3:31-35 GTh99 


4:3-8 GTh9 


4:21-22 Matt5:14-16 GTh33:2-3 


4:30-32 GTh20 Lk 13:18-19 

6:4 GTh31 Jn4:44 

6:8-11 Matt 10:8b-14. Lk9:3-5 GTh14:4 
6:35-44 Jn6:1-15 

115 GTh 14:5 

8:35-36 GTh55:2 Lk 9:23-25 
9:40 Lk 9:50 Matt 12:30 

9:50 

10:14-15  Lk18:16-17 GTh22:1-2 
10:17-22 

10:25 

10:29-31 Matt 20:16 GTh 4:2 
10:42-44 

11:15-17) Matt 21:12-13 Jn 2:16 
11:25 GTh 48 


12:1-8 GTh65 = Matt 21:33-40 
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12:14-17 Matt 22:16 GTh100 
12:31 GTh25 Jn13:34b 


12:43-44 Lk21:1-4 


Matthew 
5:7 
5:9 


5:21-26 Lk 12:57-59 (Q) 


5:38-42 Lk 6:29-30 (Q) 


5:43-47 Lk 6:27-28, 32-36 (Q) 


6:19-21 Lk 12:33-34 (Q) 


6:25-33 Lk 12:22-31(Q) GTh36 


12155 Lk 6:37-42 (Q) GTh26 

7:7-11.  GTh 2:1, 92:1, 94 

7:12 Lk 6:31(Q) GTh6:3 

7:16-20 Matt12:35 Lk 6:43-45 (Q) GTh45 
8:20 GTh86_ Lk 9:58 (Q) 

8:22 Lk 9:60 (Q) 

10:16b 9 GTh 39:3 


10:34 GTh 10, 16:1-2 Lk 12:49 
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10:35-37  GTh16:3-4 GTh55:1-2a, 101 


10:38 GTh 55:2b Lk 14:27 (Q) 
10:39 =Lk17:33(Q) Jn12:25 
11:19b Lk 7:35 (Q) 

11:28-30 GTh90 

13:33, Lk 13:20-21(Q) GTh96 
13:44 GTh 109 

13:45-46 GTh 76:1-2 

13:47-48 GTh8 

15:14b GTh34_ Lk 6:39 (Q) 
16:3b GTh91:2b 

17:25b-26 

18:10a 

18:12-13 Lk 15:4-6 (Q) GTh 107 
18:22 Lk 17:3-4 (Q) 

18:23-34 

19:10-12 = cf. GTh 22:3-7 

20:1-15 

21:28-31 

21:43 

25:35-36 


25:40 


Luke 


6:20-49 


Lk 12:51-53, 14:26 (Q) 
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7:23 

7:36-50 

9:48c Matt 23:11 

9:62 

10:3-9 cf. Matt 9:37-38, 10:7-13, 16 (Q) 
10:30-36 

11:28 GTh79 

12:13-14 GTh72 

12:15 

12:16-21  GTh63 

14:8-14 

14:16-24 GTh64 

14:33 

16:9 

16:15¢ 

16:19-31 

17:20-21 GTh3:1-3, 51,113 
18:10-14 

19:1-10 


22:35 


John 
8:2-11 


9:39 


GTh 73 
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14:1-3 

17 Matt 13:16-17 Lk 10:23-24 

18 

27 

33:1 Matt 10:27 Lk 12:3 

35 Matt12:29 Mk3:27 Lk 11:21-22 
39 Matt 23:12 Lk 11:52 

41 Matt13:12 Mk4:25 Lk8:18 

42 

46 Matt11:11 Lk7:28 

52-53 

54 Matt 5:3 Lk 6:20 (Q) 

58 

67 
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There is the inventory as a plain list you can check for yourself. What | intend to do here 
now though is go through these texts, in detail, piece by piece, building up a picture, 
brick by brick, of an imagined Jesus of political, ethical and economic relevance and 
significance that | can discuss Further in the pages thereafter. This will, implicitly, make 
political, ethical and economic claims about the historical figure known popularly as 
Jesus of Nazareth, ones | will then go on to exegete and interrogate, sometimes through 
the studies of others, often academics of this historical Figure themselves. This will all 
eventually build to an argument about the historical meaning and significance of the 
Figure Jesus in political, ethical and economic contexts, a historical meaning and 
significance | will argue is of both use and interest to people alive in this world of our 
experience today. It is my belief that Yeshua was, indeed, a notable figure of history (and 
that whether “real” or “imagined”) — but not for the spurious reasons that have latterly 
been given by religious adherents. In this text, to the best of my ability, | intend to say 


that this is as a CYNIC and SOCIAL ANARCHIST and to describe it as well as | can. 


In this immediate section of this book, then, | intend to further set out my catalogue of 


textual evidence and give it some context and explanation. One thing that will be 
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noticed here is that | excise quite a lot of gospel content. This is because | am after a 
specific kind of interpretation of the character “Jesus” and so am naturally uninterested 
in things like birth legends or writers’ theological speculations about this character. | 
want to know, if | can, about Jesus as a political, ethical and economic figure. | want to 
know how he imagined human relationships in their lived, day to day, reality. | want to 
understand, if | can, how they imagined people should get along. So | unashamedly pick 
and choose my textual evidence for this according to my own interests and purposes. | 
regard the six sources | have chosen as the primary sites of evidence for this person that 
| am trying to Find. They all offer their own, differing, interpretations of this, their own, 
community-Funded, collections of remembrances (and each has a scholarship of its own | 
cannot go into here, unfortunately. That would be a different book). Some have turned 
this into a wholly fictional narrative of events, others seem to have more or less 
collected sayings. It doesn’t really matter either way. What | am interested in is using any 
of this material, however at odds it might be perceived within itself to be with other 
parts of it, in order to help me imagine the Yeshua that was a politically, ethically and 
economically significant figure of the past (which is why he exists in books at all). So let’s 


begin because we have a lot to discuss. 


Mk 2:15-17 Matt 9:13 


The first narrative gospel that we are aware of is the Gospel of Mark, a gospel some 
imagine as a narrative fiction of origins and the inspiration for Further gospels such as 
Matthew and Luke (which utilise both its content and its order, its narrative framework) 
and possibly even John (which some argue is a re-written text of something like Mark). 


Since Mark came first as a narrative literary entity of what would become Christian 
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orthodoxy, Mark is usually something like the narrative order of events many imagine 
when they think of the career of Jesus. This, it must be baldly stated, is a total Fiction For 
we have no reason to believe Mark preserved events in their Factual, historical 
connections or that he even knew of such things. All we can say is that whoever wrote 


Mark wrote a narrative. 


|, nevertheless, start with Mark — although not at the beginning: 


And as he sat at dinner in Levi's house, many tax collectors and sinners were also sitting 
with Jesus and his disciples—for there were many who followed him. When the scribes of 
the Pharisees saw that he was eating with sinners and tax collectors, they said to his 
disciples, “Why does he eat with tax collectors and sinners?” When Jesus heard this, he said 
to them, “Those who are well have no need of a physician, but those who are sick; | have 


come to call not the righteous but sinners.” 


“Tax collectors and sinners” is an interesting description of people and it is, according to 
anthropological distinction, a class one — not least when contrasted with the interests of 
the “Scribes of the Pharisees” who were representatives of a very select, wealthy and 
educated class of people. (Education required time and time required the ability to not 
have to work to survive: ergo, only the wealthy could ever engage in it.) Jesus and his 
associates, however, are mixing with those at the bottom of the societal hierarchy 
(seemingly without any shame whatsoever). Tax collectors were low level Functionaries 
and assumed to be unjust and on the make. “Sinners” covers a multitude of imaginable 
offences From legal to straightforwardly religious, such as ritual purity concerns. We can 


say that, as a grouping, such people were assumed to not observe the imagined 
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appropriate societal practices and relations according to polite society. They are 
marginal, possibly even shady, people due to their precarious situation in life where 
poverty and need act to motivate whatever is necessary to survive. This, indeed, is why 
the Scribes even ask their question, of course. Jesus is engaging in associations which 
will stand out. He is engaging with such people on purpose and regards what he is about 
as a matter for them. Interesting here, then, is Matthew’s gloss of the biblical verse “1 


desire mercy, not sacrifice” in his rendition of the story as a motivation of Jesus. 


Mk 2:21-22 GTh47 Lk 16:13 


| move now to the following pair of sayings in Mark: 


No one sews a piece of unshrunk cloth on an old cloak; otherwise, the patch pulls away 
from it, the new from the old, and a worse tear is made. And no one puts new wine into old 
wineskins; otherwise, the wine will burst the skins, and the wine is lost, and so are the skins; 


but one puts new wine into fresh wineskins.” 


Compare it with the collection of sayings that make up GTh 47: 


Jesus said, “A person cannot mount two horses or bend two bows. And a slave cannot serve 
two masters, otherwise that slave will honour the one and offend the other. Nobody drinks 
aged wine and immediately wants to drink young wine. Young wine is poured not into old 
wineskins or they might break and aged wine is not poured into a new wineskin or it might 


spoil. An old patch is not sewn onto anew garment since it would create a tear.” 
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And Finally compare this with Q 16:13 (= Lk 16:13): 


No slave can serve two masters; for a slave will either hate the one and love the other, or be 


devoted to the one and despise the other. You cannot serve God and wealth. 


A basic contrast here is of old and new, appropriately contextualised in the agricultural 
context of Galilee by application to wine. This extends to the context of patching 
clothing, to the impossibility of doing two things at once and even to the economic 
context of one’s allegiances. We can imagine sayings like these, in any kind or 
combination, being said hundreds of times which is why they come to be preserved and 
applied textually in multiple ways. In Mark the apparent point is to contrast the new way 
of Jesus with the old way of the status quo. In Thomas the point is more a singularity of 
commitment. Meanwhile, in Luke the saying the author apparently takes from the Q 
Gospel directly contrasts one’s duty to God with the concerns of wealth. One’s duty to 
God here can be imagined as a duty to “the kingdom of God” about which Jesus often 
speaks in the synoptic gospels of Matthew, Mark and Luke. In any case, in that Final 
Formulation “serving God” does not seem to be about being, or getting, rich. IF you want 
to be one thing, you cannot simultaneously be the other. They are incompatible as the 
metaphors throughout this complex of sayings make plain. (Note here that is is uniquely 


Thomas which puts Q 16:13 together with Mk 2:21-22.) 


Mk 2.27 


The sabbath was made for humankind, and not humankind for the sabbath; 
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Mark delineates a kerfuffle in which Jesus and his companions are questioned about 
their adherence to traditional understandings of Sabbath law in which respect was to be 
shown to God (as the basis of one’s relationships) by severely restricting one’s activities 
on this particular day of the week. This results in something of a typical Jewish 
conversation about what one is and is not allowed to do whilst remaining within the 
spirit of this tradition. Here Jesus interprets matters in the sense that human beings 
have not been created to slavishly adhere to eternal rules and regulation as if this was 
the sole purpose of their existence. Rather, such understandings are there to guide you 
and human need is always to overcome such things. There is no simple and absolute “but 


its the law” mentality in the thinking of Jesus. 


Mk 3:31-35 GTh99 


Consider the following text from Mark’s Gospel Followed by its equivalent in Thomas: 


Then his mother and his brothers came; and standing outside, they sent to him and called 
him. A crowd was sitting around him; and they said to him, “Your mother and your brothers 
and sisters are outside, asking for you.” And he replied, “Who are my mother and my 
brothers?” And looking at those who sat around him, he said, “Here are my mother and my 


brothers! Whoever does the will of God is my brother and sister and mother.” 


The disciples said to him, “Your brothers and your mother are standing outside.” He said to 


them, “Those here who do what my Father wants are my brothers and my mother. They are 


the ones who will enter my Father's domain.” 
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Both versions of this saying begin with traditional understandings of Familial relations. 
Yet both end with them definitively reconfigured by Jesus. In both cases family is 
reconfigured as a relation of affinity between those who act in (better: live their lives as 
the practice of) certain ways typified as in accordance with God’s ways. By such a change 
we may imagine that Jesus dissolves the former understanding (upon which traditional 
society in many places and cultures besides Judaism is based) in favour of his own —- 
certainly as far as a community of associates connected to him goes. We may note, as an 
aside, that this is backed up by his own behaviour in which he leaves home for a life of 
wandering, an action which would put his own material family in greater peril since they 
had now lost his ability to generate income in tandem with them. (The biological Family 
was the major unit of economic survival in that time and place.) Thus, Jesus’ saying has 
far reaching economic consequences apart from anything else if extrapolated to the 


community in general. 


Mk 4:3-8 GTh9 (Mk 4:13-20) 


What follows is the rendition of a Famous parable in Mark (with which the Thomas 


version referenced here almost entirely agrees): 


“Listen! A sower went out to sow. And as he sowed, some seed fell on the path, and the 
birds came and ate it up. Other seed fell on rocky ground, where it did not have much soil, 
and it sprang up quickly, since it had no depth of soil. And when the sun rose, it was 
scorched; and since it had no root, it withered away. Other seed fell among thorns, and the 


thorns grew up and choked it, and it yielded no grain. Other seed fell into good soil and 
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brought forth grain, growing up and increasing and yielding thirty and sixty and a 


hundredfold.” 


Often when Jesus says things in the gospels we don’t necessarily know what it means 
because when Jesus speaks, especially in parables as here, he doesn’t explain the 
meaning of what he has said. Parables act for Jesus as both riddles and goads for the 
thinking that are put out there to stimulate the thought of all those hearers of curious 
mind. Jesus seems to prefer that people come to their own conclusions about things 
based on their own intellectual effort and investment. This in itself, | believe, is an ethic 
of Jesus, educationally speaking. People should do their own thinking and come to their 
own conclusions. They should be independent and self-sufficient of mind. They should 


develop their own intellectual skills. 


Unfortunately, in Mark's gospel, where | have taken this parable from, Jesus’ closest 
associates are depicted as particularly dense people who always seem to need things 
explained to them. Mark also contains a famous literary theme of Jesus’ religious 
significance (which in that time and place is wrapped up with things with which | am 
more properly concerned here) being something Jesus wishes to keep secret. (There are 
good political reasons for this —- such as wanting to stay alive.) This necessitates Jesus 
talking about secrets and mysteries in the book but it also means Jesus explains this 
particular parable to his close friends in the Following text. This explanation boils down 
to any given word or message quite naturally resulting in various diverse responses 
according to who hears it. It will not simply be uniformly received. Jesus thus says that, 
For any given message, only a certain proportion will ever receive it, and act upon it, as 


desired. Notable here is that Jesus regards successful reception of the message as 
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bearing the appropriate fruit of the message being “sown” in the First place — which 


means producing the desired end product. 


Mk 4:21-22 Matt5:14-16 GTh33:2-3 


In Mark’s gospel the previous parable, and its interpretation, lead into the Following 


sayings of Jesus: 


“Is a lamp brought in to be put under the bushel basket, or under the bed, and not on the 
lampstand? For there is nothing hidden, except to be disclosed; nor is anything secret, 


except to come to light.” 


But then we have a similar set of sayings from Matthew: 


“You are the light of the world. A city built on a hill cannot be hid. No one after lighting a 


lamp puts it under the bushel basket, but on the lampstand, and it gives light to all in the 


house. In the same way, let your light shine before others, so that they may see your good 


works and give glory to your Father in heaven.” 


Finally, there is this from GTh 33:2-3: 


Jesus said, “After all, no one lights a lamp and puts it under a basket, nor does one put it in 


a hidden place. Rather, one puts it on a lampstand so that all who come and go will see its 


light.” 
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These sayings, which are all Fairly generic with multiple possible applications, each Find 
different literary contexts in their respective gospels. Mark, leveraging his “Jesus the 
secret messiah” theme, uses them to say that secrets must eventually come to light 
(which they will later on in his gospel). Matthew, however, who sites these sayings after 
his beatitudes near the beginning of his “Sermon on the Mount”, uses them to motivate 
testimony in his gospel’s readers and hearers. Matthew's Jesus is then saying that by our 
actions we should recommend our way in life (which, in the context of Matthew’s gospel, 
is about “the kingdom of God”). Thomas, in the context of that gospel, gives a message 
(From Jesus) about passing on information or knowledge (which, in Thomas, is reputed 


to save from death). 


Mk 4:26-29 


He also said, “The kingdom of God is as if someone would scatter seed on the ground, and 
would sleep and rise night and day, and the seed would sprout and grow, he does not know 
how. The earth produces of itself, first the stalk, then the head, then the full grain in the 
head. But when the grain is ripe, at once he goes in with his sickle, because the harvest has 


come.” 


This parable in Mark is somewhat like the first parable about sowing seeds but from a 
different perspective. Here the mystery of the seeds’ (i.e. the kingdom of God’s) growth 
is emphasised by analogy to natural processes of growth. We do not really know how or 
why it happens, we just know that it does. This suggests that simply the act of sowing 
the seed will (quite naturally) lead to some success since it is the Function of seed, in an 


appropriate environment, to grow anyway. Consequently, this parable Finishes with 
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words about being ready to harvest what it grown, in Jewish cultural context this being 


an eschatological metaphor. 


Mk 4:30-32 GTh20 Lk 13:18-19 


Mark Follows this up with yet another parable: 


“With what can we compare the kingdom of God, or what parable will we use for it? It is 


like a mustard seed, which, when sown upon the ground, is the smallest of all the seeds on 


earth; yet when it is sown it grows up and becomes the greatest of all shrubs, and puts 


forth large branches, so that the birds of the air can make nests in its shade.” 


Compare this with the version of this parable relayed at GTh 20: 


The disciples said to Jesus, “Tell us what Heaven's domain is like.” He said to them, “It is like 


a mustard seed. It is the smallest of seeds but, when it falls on prepared soil, it produces a 


large branch and becomes shelter for the birds of the sky.” 


Finally, there is this rendering of the parable Found at Lk 13:18-19: 


“What is the kingdom of God like? And to what should | compare it? It is like a mustard seed 


that someone took and sowed in the garden; it grew and became a tree, and the birds of 


the air made nests in its branches.” 
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These renderings, | hope you will agree, are tolerably similar, especially coming from an 
oral culture of not necessarily word for word precise retellings. But notice, too, the 
subtle differences, differences brought out more particularly by their usages in their 
literary contexts. Mark’s Jesus has been discoursing about the kingdom in parables 
throughout Mark 4. This parable, for him, is evidencing that what starts off very small (as 
a mustard seed is) can become comically large. (Please note here that mustard plants are 
essentially large weeds. They do not under any circumstances grow “branches” — so this 
description is for exaggerated comic effect.) Jesus in Mark is then emphasising the 
prodigiousness of the kingdom simply by the act of sowing its seed. In Thomas, however, 
things are subtly different in that book’s changed hermeneutical context. This book, 
about knowledge and knowing yourself, has a slightly tweaked version of the saying in 
comparison with Mark. Here it is not as the result of a mere natural process that the 
seed grows, but only when it is on “prepared soil”, a difference which seems to 
emphasise Thomas’ self-actualising hermeneutic agenda. In Thomas, then, the seed will 
not just grow unless you are taking action to prepare yourself so that you may be the 


ground upon which it can grow. Only then will it become prodigious. 


Luke, on the other hand, uses this parable in a completely different way. Placing it after a 
controversy about Jesus healing on the Sabbath, the parable now functions by 
heightening the undesirability of huge mustard plants (thought of as unwanted weeds) 
and so the unwelcomeness amongst mainstream society of the kingdom message with 
its associated meanings and values. Here the scene painted is one of agricultural 
mayhem as overgrown mustard plants swarming with equally unwanted birds appear to 
destroy the conventional agricultural domesticity. This, says Jesus in Luke, is the impact 


of “the kingdom of God” and its associated message, values and meaning. 
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Mk6:4 Lk4:24 GTh31 Jn4:44 


Consider the following saying of Jesus From Mark 6:4 given, in Mark at least, during an 
occasion when Jesus returns to “his home town” (one might imagine this was Nazareth 
since Mark knows absolutely nothing of any miraculous birth in Bethlehem) and speaks 
in the synagogue (which some historians speculate might not have existed in Nazareth at 
this time), causing those present to wonder how Jesus the tekton (this is the word 
usually translated “carpenter” in English but that is a deceptive and inappropriate 
translation in his cultural context for Jesus was no master craftsman, in all likelihood, but 
a rough worker of agricultural implements Fashioned from wood and stone) and son of 
Mary (actually: Miriam) with known brothers and sisters got so smart all of a sudden. 


Consequently, they become offended at him, resulting in the Following reply from Jesus: 


“Prophets are not without honour, except in their home town, and among their own Kin, 


and in their own house.” 


We need to recall here that, in Mark to date, Jesus has become a huge focus of 
attention, performing wonders and amazing deeds of healing, and had attracted and 
taught large crowds. The story (and this saying as part of it) Function in Mark to example 
that lack of Faith results in an inability to perform wonderful things (it is consequently 


remarked that Jesus could do little there). 


Luke takes this story and makes it into something else entirely, however, crafting a 
signature scene at the beginning of Jesus’ activity in which Luke has Jesus read from 


scripture (it is highly unlikely Jesus, like virtually anybody in this society, could read and 
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literacy in general was at a level well below 10% and required learning most people 
could neither afford the time nor the money to acquire) and proclaim himself the 
messiah and fulfillment of scripture in the presence of his home town people in their 
synagogue. This is about Luke setting up Jesus for his gospel mission (he is referred to 
here as “Joseph's son”, in distinction to Mark, since Luke has a birth story and mentions 
Joseph in a way Mark never does) in a way which surprises those “from his home town” 
whose supposed knowledge of him is depicted as blinding them to other imagined 
realities. Jesus here consequently refuses to do any wonders amongst them (utilising 
the saying | am commenting on here) and they threaten to throw him off a cliff before he 


imperiously “passed through the midst of them and went on his way”! 


The point here seems to be being made that Jesus regards himself as not about those 
who think they have everything in a box but for those who are open to new or even just 
different appraisals of things. IF what you think you know closes you off to some other 
reality, then your knowledge effectively becomes your blindness. Perhaps this is also the 
meaning of the saying in Thomas, where it is produced baldly and without any narrative 
context whatsoever. Knowledge, which Thomas highly values in general and seeks to 
interpret For personal benefit, can also be a blindness if it causes you to block certain 
possibilities off as a result of it. Sometimes the openness of not being known is required 
in order for people to be open to giving you a chance. This also appears related to the 
saying’s use (in passing) in John where it is placed after the story about Jesus staying 
among Samaritans for a couple of days and talking to the woman at the well. These 
Samaritans did not know who Jesus was but, so the story goes, that very Fact left them 
open to learn where those with whom he was more familiar found this fact their 


stumbling block. 
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Mk 6:8-11. Matt 10:8b-14 Lk9:3-5 GTh14:4 


An important part of the gospel material in terms of its social setting is the Following 


text From Mark 6 which describes apparent deliberate activity of the Jesus community: 


He ordered them to take nothing for their journey except a staff; no bread, no bag, no 
money in their belts; but to wear sandals and not to put on two tunics. He said to them, 
“Wherever you enter a house, stay there until you leave the place. If any place will not 
welcome you and they refuse to hear you, as you leave, shake off the dust that is on your 


feet as a testimony against them.” 


A first thing to note here is that there is also an apparent Q Gospel version of this 
material too. Matthew, in his gospel, conflates this with his Markan source in Matthew 10 
whereas Luke reproduces both separately (in Luke 9 and then Luke 10) in two separate 
events. (Consequently, | shall deal with the Q version explicitly when | get to it in Luke 
below.) The Thomas version of this material is inserted alongside other sayings in what 


seems like a type of mini catechism. The appropriate saying there is as Follows: 


When you go into any region and walk about in the countryside, when people take you in, 


eat what they serve you and heal the sick among them. 


Thomas has a connection of eating and healing here which the Mark material does not 
(although it adds a couple of verses later that, “They cast out many demons, and 
anointed with oil many who were sick and cured them”, preserving such a connection in 


Mark’s community memory). Mark itself records prohibitions (which we will also see in 
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the Q version later) — specifically prohibitions against carrying food, a bag (in which 
other things could be carried) or money which can be interpreted as Cynic-like behaviour. 
This puts those going out in a particularly (and deliberately) vulnerable position in which 
they would need to “enter a house” (one imagines of someone willing to cooperate in 
the provision of their maintenance and bodily needs) in order to live. In other words, 
such prohibitions encouraged interdependence and cooperation with others otherwise 
such people could not survive. This is a form of deliberate poverty, a creation of a 
situation in which only mutual aid, a term today especially beloved of anarchists with 
their social, political and economic conceptions of society, will work. It is the imagining 
of a new conception of society based on communal sharing and relationships of 
mutuality. In Mark this is posited of the twelve disciples but in other places (such as 
Thomas) this context does not exist and it is applied to people more generally. IF we ally 
this saying to something like Mk 3:31-35, which | discussed earlier, we can see the 
beginnings of some sort of basis for political, ethical and economic affinity — but it is an 
affinity of the deliberately destitute, those who have, and carry, nothing and who need 


human cooperation in the provision of needs simply in order to survive. 


Mk 6:35-44 Jn 6:1-15 


The disciples are reported by Mark’s author to come back from their mission activity and 
Jesus takes them away to somewhere secluded to rest. But people see them going and 


run ahead. Mark’s gospel then takes up the story: 


When it grew late, his disciples came to him and said, “This is a deserted place, and the hour 


is now very late; send them away so that they may go into the surrounding country and 
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villages and buy something for themselves to eat.” But he answered them, “You give them 
something to eat.” They said to him, “Are we to go and buy two hundred denarii worth of 
bread, and give it to them to eat?” And he said to them, “How many loaves have you? Go 
and see.” When they had found out, they said, “Five, and two fish.” Then he ordered them to 
get all the people to sit down in groups on the green grass. So they sat down in groups of 
hundreds and of fifties. Taking the five loaves and the two fish, he looked up to heaven, and 
blessed and broke the loaves, and gave them to his disciples to set before the people; and 
he divided the two fish among them all. And all ate and were filled; and they took up twelve 
baskets full of broken pieces and of the fish. Those who had eaten the loaves numbered five 


thousand men. 


This is the story known popularly as “The Feeding of the 5,000”. To be absolutely clear, 
taken straight, it is an absolutely ridiculous and unbelievable story set up in all kinds of 
unbelievable and inauthentic ways. Mark reports, for example, that Jesus and his 
disciples (here now termed apostles - meaning ones who had been sent as they were 
earlier in Mark 6) were so occupied with people coming and going that they needed to 
get away. It is said they “had no leisure even to eat”. Why then would it be imagined that 
them going off somewhere would attract no attention? These are clearly people, in 
Mark’s unrealistic reporting, who are ancient versions of social media stars. No one will 
leave them alone and their every move or comment is remarked upon and responded to. 
(IF this were historically realistic reporting such overwhelming fame and popularity 
would surely have brought official, military response upon them by now!) It is intimated 
that they set off across the lake to find a quiet place but the scene conjured is of people 
From everywhere rushing around the long way to get where they are going First. Jesus 


and his disciples, in a boat on a lake, would have seen all this From the water yet Mark 
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acts as if the crowd were some kind of surprise. Are we then further supposed to 
imagine that this entire mass of rural people habitually just run off, they have no idea to 
where for they don’t know Jesus’ plans or intentions or where he is going or how long he 
will be, without any means of sustenance at all? Isn’t that a recklessness even we with 
shops everywhere would avoid? Are we to imagine that they deliberately, and quite 
thoughtlessly, put themselves in a situation of deliberate hunger? All of them? Every 
single one? And are we then further to imagine that this vast crowd is to be fed by Jesus’ 
associates, those whom he tells to carry no bread, no bag and no money in Mark, even 
though Jesus knows very well himself that this would be physically impossible? (The cost 
of buying food For all these people, though one has to imagine where since they had set 


out for “a deserted place”, is put by Mark at over 6 months’ wages.) 


So, of course, this story is inauthentic nonsense. But why put nonsense in a gospel? This 
story is notable for being one of the extremely Few that actually appears in all Four 
canonical gospels, Matthew, Mark, Luke and John. In John it functions as one of that 
book’s “signs” that point to the identity of Jesus. The Function in Mark, in a theological 
sense and with knowledge of the Hebrew bible assumed, is not so different. In the 
Hebrew bible you have, for example in Exodus, God himself Feeding the people manna 
From heaven. In Kings you have Elijah and Elisha Feeding the people as agents of God. 
This is not an original idea then and the story is there to example Jesus’ (God’s) divine 


ability to Feed the people, a symbol both of his kingship and of the nature of his rule. 


But all that said, the scene’s realistic authenticity impugned and its theological point 
noted, what can | make of this with my own interpretational interests? First of all, that 


Jesus tells his disciples to feed the people themselves. In Mark, at least, Jesus does not 
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tell his companions to send the people away to resolve their own needs for themselves. 
This is what his dull and unintelligent closest followers do. This is the unenlightened 
solution: every man for himself. But it is not Jesus’ solution. Jesus’ solution is “You give 
them something to eat.” Although physically unrealistic in this literary context, | take this 
statement quite seriously when married to all | have already said before here about texts 
From Mark's gospel. Here Jesus the person who is building a Family of affinity based on 
doing the will of God which involves some measure of deliberate poverty and so 
interdependence of one upon another thinks that people should help feed each other in 
their need for Food. He seems to think this no matter how unrealistic it might be. | take 
that very seriously and | consequently read this story as a story about sharing even 
meagre, completely inadequate, resources with those who need them as a responsibility 
Jesus teaches and puts on those in affinity with him. The people are hungry? YOU FEED 
THEM. That’s what | am reading here. No ifs, no buts. Share what you have. And it will 
work miracles. Once more we see a message of interdependence and cooperative 
mutuality, a pooling one’s needs and resources. This is about more than an isolated 
occasion. It is about an attitude to life and human relationships in themselves that Jesus 


calls “God's rule”. 


Mk7:15  GTh14:5 


This saying comes in a context of ritual cleanliness and religious tradition. It is placed in 
yet another context of debate such as is realistic both to Jewish religious context but 
also the historical context of the early Christian communities where gentiles soon 
outnumbered the original, entirely Jewish, base membership. This, of course, would 


engender debates about the proper way to behave since such people would have 


7i2 


different cultural backgrounds. An argument is then set in the context of food 
regulations (Jews, of course, had, and still have, kosher foods) and Jesus takes the view 


that: 


there is nothing outside a person that by going in can defile, but the things that come out 


are what defile 


The Thomas version is subtly different: 


what goes into your mouth won't defile you; what comes out of your mouth will 


Here | take Mark to be giving a general rule version of this idea (which Mark goes on to 
assume means Jesus pronounces every food clean - contrary to Jewish tradition) 
whereas Thomas has applied it specifically to a context of knowledge, teaching and 
learning. You can be defiled by what you know or believe but not by eating Food. Mark, in 
Fact, then applies this saying as a moral generality, referring to things such as 
“Fornication, theft, murder, adultery, avarice, wickedness, deceit, licentiousness, envy, 


slander, pride, Folly” as things which come From within and that can defile. 


Mk 8:35-36 GTh55:2 Lk 9:23-25 


These sayings are apparently about the cost of the lifestyle Jesus recommends and can 


certainly be ethically and economically interpreted when they say that: 
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those who want to save their life will lose it... what will it profit them to gain the whole 


world and forfeit their life? 


Here we have a glimpse of the notion that Jesus is not recommending an easy path, just, 
From his perspective, a necessary one, one (metaphorically and actually) about life and 
death. A natural interpretation here is that life, For example, is not about wealth and 


possessions. 


Mk9:40 Lk9:50 Matt 12:30 


A common, and far from unexpected, phenomenon in perusing the sayings material in 
the gospels about Jesus is the phenomenon of slightly different versions of what is 
clearly the same, or an extremely similar, saying. This is the case here in a saying First 
Found in Mark as “Whoever is not against us is for us“. Luke basically repeats this but 
Matthew turns it into this: “Whoever is not with me is against me, and whoever does not 
gather with me scatters.” Its all about sides, of course, and distinguishing those on one 
side from those on another. This can be taken in positive and negative ways as it is here 
in both cases. Either way, however, in such sayings it is suggested that Jesus knows there 
are always going to be those both for and against. So it is neither a case of some 
imagined world utopia where everyone agrees nor of a complete and utter rejection of 


what he offers. 
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Mk9:50 Lk 14:34-35 Mt5:13 


This is essentially an orphaned or non-contextualised saying which could be applied to a 
thousand occasions. It is used in three different ways in three different gospels here. 


Mark’s version is the simplest: 


Salt is good; but if salt has lost its saltiness, how can you season it? 


Matthew and Luke both add a similar application to this basic saying that such salt, minus 
its ‘zing’, will simply get thrown out as useless. The saying acts as a goad to not losing 


said ‘zing’ and to being vigilant and conscientious in regard to it. 


Mk 10:14-15 Lk 18:16-17 = GTh 22:1-2 


The Following verses are important For how they typify a typically imagined possessor of 
“the kingdom of God” or “God’s rule”. As Mark has this, on an imagined occasion when 


people were bringing children to Jesus, he says: 


“Let the little children come to me; do not stop them; for it is to such as these that the 
kingdom of God belongs. Truly | tell you, whoever does not receive the kingdom of God as a 


little child will never enter it.” 


There are very few kinds of people to whom Jesus says the kingdom belongs in the 
gospels. As we shall see elsewhere, one of these groups is “the destitute”. Here it is 


“little children”. It is notable that both of these groups have their economic and political 
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insignificance in common. They are representative of what scholar John Dominic Crossan 
has called a “kingdom of nobodies”. For what else is a rule possessed by the destitute 
and children? Here this kingdom or rule (as Luke also replicates in his use of the saying) is 
a matter of receiving it “as a little child” —- but what does this imply? Since we are talking 
about little children, it would seem not to imply economic and political machinations or 
military Force — all actions of adults. It is perhaps then about a straightforward and 
honest trust, a lack of more adult deception or craftiness, in the thinking of some people 
- but | would stick with the material interpretation already given: this is, in Fact, as 
Crossan has it, a “kingdom of nobodies”. When Jesus talks about receiving “like little 


children” he means exactly as people with nothing in the world, as nobodies. 


The version of the saying found at GTh 22:1-2 pushes this even further, in Fact, by making 
those referred to “babies nursing”. But the saying gets interpreted differently in 


Thomas: 


Jesus saw some babies nursing. He said to his disciples, “These nursing babies are like those 


who enter the Father's domain.” 


In Thomas this saying then resolves into a narrative about an imagined primordial 
androgyny in the rest of GTh 22 and so the notable Feature of the “nursing babies” there 
is likely that, as babies, they have not developed distinguished or differentiated 
personae such as “male and female”, for example, which Thomas as a gospel sees as 
something to be gotten away from in its search For the primordial unity and androgyny 


once again. 
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Mk 10:17-22 


This is one of my Favourite gospel stories and one of the key ones | use when describing 


what | imagine Jesus was about. The tale goes as Follows: 


As he was setting out on a journey, a man ran up and knelt before him, and asked him, 
“Good Teacher, what must | do to inherit eternal life?” Jesus said to him, “Why do you call 
me good? No one is good but God alone. You know the commandments: ‘You shall not 
murder; You shall not commit adultery; You shall not steal; You shall not bear false witness; 


wm 


You shall not defraud; Honour your father and mother.’” He said to him, “Teacher, | have 
kept all these since my youth.” Jesus, looking at him, loved him and said, “You lack one 
thing; go, sell what you own, and give the money to the poor, and you will have treasure in 
heaven; then come, follow me.” When he heard this, he was shocked and went away 


grieving, for he had many possessions. 


The story, as can be plainly seen, is of a man presented as a pious and observant Jew 
who is asking Jesus if that pious observance, which Jesus seems to find touching in its 
sincerity, is enough For him to receive the imagined blessings of his Faith (called by the 
man himself “eternal life” but in Jesus’ rhetoric called “the kingdom of God”, a social 
concept as opposed to personal salvation). Jesus’ view is that this pious religious 
observance, although sincere and touching, is NOT enough. In Fact, Jesus informs this 
pious man that what he needs to be is destitute (not merely poor); he needs to “sell 
what you own (seemingly without limit) and give the money to the destitute” and this 
activity will be that which provides “treasure in heaven” which one absolutely should not 


equate with material wealth. The man is then further advised to join Jesus’ own band of 
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destitute wanderers. So, rather than consistent pious observance of the Jewish religious 
Faith, something which all Jews would have been schooled in and taught to respect and 
imitate in their own lives as the traditions of their people, Jesus counsels — on top - an 
ongoing life of wandering destitution and deliberate poverty. We know of no other Jew 
of any significance who had such a message and the most obvious contemporary 
ideology that counselled such deliberate poverty at that time was Greek Cynicism. This is 
not to say Jesus was here indicating he was a Cynic. But it is very much to draw the 
comparison as | have done elsewhere. The man, of course, apparently of some wealth, 
was shocked and stunned at this idea of Jesus, so at odds with his present way of living 
(as well of the values of his society) was it. Jesus, apparently, does not care about that, 
however, for he must know his message is one of completely different values to that of 


the society to which he speaks. 


Mk 10:25 


Jesus takes this head on, however, as the following saying, part of the ongoing discourse 
generated by the conversation with the pious man, generates in the literary text of the 


gospel: 


It is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle than for someone who is rich to 


enter the kingdom of God. 


This must be daunting if you happen to be rich and pious for now it would seem you 
need to choose between piety and riches, the latter seeming to be a non-negotiable 


stumbling block. The metaphor used here is to indicate impossibility — For camels can in 
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no cases go through the eyes of needles — and so to confirm that, once again, Jesus’ 
vision of God's rule is as something taking place as a kingdom of the destitute, those 
who have engaged deliberate and purposeful poverty as that kingdom imagined in 


relationships. 


Mk 10:29-31 Matt20:16 GTh 4:2 


In the context of Mark's gospel this poverty talk results in Peter, the most prominent 
disciple, speaking up, perhaps in some distress, to complain that those with Jesus have 
indeed left everything For his sake. We might imagine some disturbance or upset in some 
primitive Christian community behind Mark in which people worry that Jesus is actually 
serious about this poverty and destitution business. After all, who would believe in a 
utopia of poverty and destitution? Mark then provides the following commentary on 


such a topic, set on the lips of Jesus: 


Truly | tell you, there is no one who has left house or brothers or sisters or mother or father 
or children or fields, for my sake and for the sake of the good news, who will not receive a 
hundredfold now in this age—houses, brothers and sisters, mothers and children, and fields, 
with persecutions—and in the age to come eternal life. But many who are first will be last, 


and the last will be first. 


This, | must be honest, seems like a bit of a nonsense to me and somewhat equivocal. It is 
my abiding belief, and historical assertion, that Jesus was, indeed, very much serious 
about deliberate poverty and voluntary destitution, a feature of the material about him, 


across multiple differing sources, which stands out. So | think that absolutely was his 
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point and that engaging these things was essential to what he was about, something 
which could not be performed without it. But to whom does a kingdom of the destitute 
and a community of the poverty-stricken appeal? As we have recently just seen in Mark 
10, in story and saying, hardly to the wealthy. Such an ideal, if spoken to, would primarily 
only appeal to those who already were, or were in constant danger of being, such things. 
But Jesus speaks to this situation in life as something done voluntarily and on purpose: 
one should SEEK TO BE poverty-stricken and destitute, an attitude entirely contrary to 
the very idea and valuation of material wealth or a society with money at all (as modern 


preachers of “prosperity gospels” prove daily). This idea is coming from OTHER VALUES. 


This, | imagine, is the context for these verses in Mark for people, still inhabited by very 
material views, are becoming perturbed that this way of life might actually be for 
nothing (materially speaking). Mark Finds himself in a bind as a writer (for who would tell 
someone that?) yet he cannot ignore the traditions and remembrances about Jesus that 
he, and his gospel community, are in receipt of which speak of a pro-poverty Jesus who 
preached destitution. So he tells people not to worry, implies rewards (“in this age”), but 
tinges it with downsides (“persecutions”) too. He tops it off with an equivocal version of 
the saying “the First will be last and the last will be First”, a saying which absolutely 
chimes with Jesus’ imagined historical notion, founded on economic political and 


relational grounds, of a societal world turned upside down: a domain of the destitute. 


Matthew, on the other hand, appends that final saying, in an absolute form, to a parable 
of his own (which | shall get to below at the appropriate time). Although cited on a 
different literary occasion, he does multiply attest to this idea in the thought of Jesus of 


an economic, and so political and ethical, reversal in the imagined blessed domain, a 
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desired state of community relationships. This is not a place or time of economic 
hierarchy, exploitation or domination. It is not a place or time of haves and have nots — 
For if the have nots are on top then having becomes both completely meaningless and 
completely useless. No one needs, or has any use for, money in a moneyless existence. In 
Thomas this saying is placed in a Further context allied, once more, to the blessedness 
and symbology of children in the soteriological domain. This is occasion for Thomas to 
add that “many of the first will be last”, again a conditional form of the saying. Some 
measure of reversal is here once more adverted to, however. In sum, this notion of 
primarily economic consequences in the domain Jesus imagines and purposely performs 
is multiply attested and reinforced even where those inhabited by more traditional 
valuations of material wealth still concern themselves about it. | believe that the Full, 


material radicality of this message is a core historical idea of Jesus. 


Mk 10:42-44 


The notion of an alternative society, a community turned upside, is again spoken to in 
these verses from Mark’s gospel as well. Here Jesus riffs on a concise description of the 
aristocratic Roman political system of relationships but advises that his vision is 
completely other, the creation of a different culture. Jesus’ community are deliberately 
and purposely performing to a different script in the matter of their relationships - as 
was previously indicated in this chapter of Mark economically. On the occasion of 
imagined dispute amongst Jesus’ 12 disciples over greater and lesser placings in a 


hierarchy of relationships, Jesus replies: 
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“You know that among the Gentiles those whom they recognize as their rulers lord it over 
them, and their great ones are tyrants over them. But it is not so among you; but whoever 
wishes to become great among you must be your servant, and whoever wishes to be first 


among you must be slave of all.” 


Here we see the economic message repeated as an ethic of relationship: the slave is First 
not the lord. The arrangement of Roman political relationships is itself turned upside 
down. This is, of course, entirely compatible with a domain of the deliberately destitute 
and a kingdom of the poverty-stricken, not least because, in both cases, this is something 
imagined to be voluntarily sought, embraced and engaged. This is something definitively 


imagined by Jesus as both an alternative society and as an alternative TO society. 


Mk 11:15-17) Matt 21:12-13 Jn 2:16 


For those with a synoptic construal of Jesus, historically understood (which is to say 
most people), these verses, literarily first imagined by Mark’s gospel, amount to the 


proximate cause of Jesus’ subsequent crucifixion. They read in Mark as Follows: 


And he entered the temple and began to drive out those who were selling and those who 
were buying in the temple, and he overturned the tables of the money changers and the 
seats of those who sold doves; and he would not allow anyone to carry anything through 
the temple. He was teaching and saying, “Is it not written, ‘My house shall be called a house 


of prayer for all the nations’? But you have made it a den of robbers.” 
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An interesting point here is that one made by scholar John Dominic Crossan in his 
interpretation of events in which the temple activities Jesus is here seen to condemn 
were not remotely illegitimate in themselves and, in fact, entirely necessary for the 
temple to run as it did. (There was a temple tax, necessary for the upkeep of the temple 
and its operations, and it was required to be paid with a specific coin. “Money-changing” 
was therefore a necessary act to Facilitate regular temple operations and the upkeep of 
its priests and other staff.) Jewish interpreters, For example in the Jewish Annotated 
New Testament, seem equally unclear as to what Jesus is finding fault with here. IF we 
set the secondary interpretation aside that the Jew Jesus is simply condemning Judaism 
as a whole through the symbol of its major geographical site and, at that time, primary 
religious Focus (for Christians this would be in Favour of a new supercessionary Christian 
dispensation), we come to what seems to me to be an obvious emphasis of the text 
where that text mentions “selling” and “buying” and “money changers” and “robbers”. 
(John, in his version of events, has Jesus say, “Stop making my Father’s house a 


marketplace” which is equally as suggestive.) 


What links these terms together is a Focus on economic and Financial relationships as the 
basis of human relationships (in which the temple partook). Whilst it may have been 
entirely traditional for the temple to operate this way, what about Jesus as we have 
discussed him here to date indicates this would, by itself, carry any weight with someone 
about creating an alternative society of the destitute? Does such a thing even 
acknowledge or require a temple? | personally would argue that these actions here 
speak to a prophetic condemnation of the status quo as a religious, economic and 
political system of relationships whole and entire — and so also in how they configure the 


relationship to God, inevitable in a Jewish context at that time. (The temple would, soon 
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after the crucifixion of Jesus, be destroyed by the Romans and Judaism subsequently 
Found other ways to continue its faith that were not centred on a geographical site.) 
Jesus might then be seen to be including the temple, its sacrificial operations and the 
entire structure of the religious priesthood in the list of things his “kingdom of God” was 
not about and impugning it on the basis of it being wholly integrated into an economic 
and political structure of society he aimed to turn upside down. Indeed, if his values 
were anything like those | am suggesting, and will continue to suggest, here then it 
would seem impossible to imagine that he could not do so. Whether Jesus ever directly 
threatened the temple is, and will remain, a moot point, of course, but it is not 
impossible to imagine that anyone discerning the meaning and consequences of his 
domain of deliberate poverty would work out that the temple had no role in the newly 
imagined structure of human relationships. Such an insight would certainly motivate 
Jewish political and religious authorities to be Fundamentally against Jesus and his 


imagined ideals (since he was making them all superfluous and redundant). 


Mk 11:25 (cf. Matt 6:9-13 + Lk 11:2-4) 


Mark contains no version of what has since become known as “The Lord's Prayer” (which 


is in the putative Q Gospel) but this verse is one of its clauses: 


Whenever you stand praying, forgive, if you have anything against anyone; so that your 


Father in heaven may also forgive you your trespasses. 


The verse links our own forgiveness with Forgiveness of others by us (here “so that” are 


the important words) in what should be seen as a necessary activity in a world Full of 
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individuals with different needs, desires and aims which will inevitably become 
conflictual. Without Forgiveness the world would just be a place of constant enmity and 
retribution. Forgiveness is, then, a necessary act and practice, one Jesus incorporates 


into his habitual understanding of the context for life itself. 


Mk 12:1-8 GTh65 Matt 21:33-40 


This text is known as the parable of the vineyard and it is Found in all three synoptics as 


well as Thomas. Mark’s version is as follows: 


“A man planted a vineyard, put a fence around it, dug a pit for the wine press, and built a 
watchtower; then he leased it to tenants and went to another country. When the season 
came, he sent a slave to the tenants to collect from them his share of the produce of the 
vineyard. But they seized him, and beat him, and sent him away empty-handed. And again 
he sent another slave to them; this one they beat over the head and insulted. Then he sent 
another, and that one they killed. And so it was with many others; some they beat, and 
others they killed. He had still one other, a beloved son. Finally he sent him to them, saying, 
‘They will respect my son.’ But those tenants said to one another, ‘This is the heir; come, let 
us kill him, and the inheritance will be ours.’ So they seized him, killed him, and threw him 


out of the vineyard.” 


There is, of course, a Fairly standard religious interpretation of this parable where the 
vineyard owner is God, the tenants are Israel and the son is Jesus — the point being that 
God has judged Israel (who have killed his son) and so are deserving of his judgment 


(which probably came around the time Mark was composed as a book with the Jewish- 
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Roman War and Palestine’s destruction) and of what was theirs being passed over to 
others (in this interpretation that is the Christians, of course). It will not surprise readers 
here, however, that | am little interested in this particular interpretation (which is why | 


excise verse 9 and Mark’s chapter 12 in my reproduction of it). 


My interpretation, instead, runs along more economic and political lines that are more in 
line with the version of the parable found in Thomas (where Mark’s Christian 
interpretation of the parable is missing). This version ends with the killing of the son and 
the imprecation that those with ears to hear should listen. But what can the parable 
mean taken this way? | read it in a straightforward economic way in a context of first 
century Galilee where rich landowners earned large profits from the sweat of tenant 
farmers’ brows. The issue here is economic justice and political relationship. Is it JUST 
that society should be a place where there can be fenced vineyards with watchtowers 
where other people do all the work only for an “owner” to send for “his share” (in Mark) 
or “its crop” (in Thomas, a more absolute requirement)? IF we view the tenants as 
exploited workers being paid the minimum to Facilitate great worth For an owner, can we 
not see their treatment of the owner's various envoys as protecting their own interests 
against those of “ownership” and all the structures of economic and political rights and 
relationships that sets up? The tenants are not then the bad guys, they are the good 
guys, the guys fighting a rearguard action against the claims of property (which, lest we 
Forget, is an entirely artificial thing) and which establish economic hierarchy. The 
question we must then ask is why the “owner” should get anything when it is the tenants 
who are doing all the work and creating all the wealth. The First will be last and the last 


will be First, right? 
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Mk 12:14-17. Matt 22:16 GTh100 


In Mark’s gospel the previous parable is told against certain Jewish authorities in order 
to set up a religious changing of the guard (from Jewish to Christian). As a consequence, 
according to Mark they send people to try and trap him in his words so that they may 
condemn him before the Roman authorities (who had capital punishment at their 
discretion). This trap is a Fairly well known incident in the gospel career of Jesus and 


goes as Follows in Mark: 


“Teacher, we Know that you are sincere, and show deference to no one; for you do not 
regard people with partiality, but teach the way of God in accordance with truth. Is it lawful 
to pay taxes to the emperor, or not? Should we pay them, or should we not?” But knowing 
their hypocrisy, he said to them, “Why are you putting me to the test? Bring me a denarius 
and let me see it.” And they brought one. Then he said to them, “Whose head is this, and 
whose title?” They answered, “The emperor's.” Jesus said to them, “Give to the emperor the 


things that are the emperor's, and to God the things that are God's.” 


The question, of course, is an obvious trap. Complain about the Roman empire’s right to 
levy taxes on its subjects and be exposed as a political insurgent: result = death. Several 
Jews of Jesus’ century did exactly this and suffered capital consequences. Indeed, if, as a 
Jew, you think there is no king but God, a standard belief, you should absolutely oppose 
the very notion of both foreign invaders and their rights to levy taxes. But that would 
not be a very politic thing to espouse in public. Jesus’ reported answer, which | shall 
come to in a moment, sort of sidesteps the question but we should note, in its’ setup, 


that Jesus is described (obsequiously, no doubt) as someone who is “sincere” and who 
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“show(s) deference to no one” since he “do(es) not regard people with partiality”. IF this 
is historically valid it makes a further argument for Jesus’ lack of interest in standard 
political and economic valuations of people generally. Yet it is, in Fact, reinforced in 
Jesus’ answer to the question for its formulation must be seen as a relativisation of “the 
things that are the emperor's” in relation to “the things that are God’s”. No Jew, bar a 
completely maverick one, for example, would think that the entire land, the basis of any 
economics 2,000 years ago, was anything but God’s. No Jew, bar a completely maverick 
one, would doubt that the First duty of any Jew was to God (as detailed in the Shema and 
stated in the Torah). Further, what do we imagine Jesus really thought about coins or 
money in a narrative where he has told his very own followers to not carry any but to 
perform human relations in entirely alternative ways that eschew the very need for 
them/it? Jesus’ answer can then be read as “Let the emperor go about his own petty 
business and way of life (including its structure of relationships and human valuations), 


and let the rest of us go about God's (which | have been talking about all along)”. 


Mk 12:31 GTh25 Jn 13:34b 


| made mention of the Shema when discussing the last section of Mark’s gospel and this 
can be thought of as a Jewish “summary of the law” which concisely describes Jewish 
religious duty both to the Jewish God as the singular God of Judaism and to his law and 
character as recorded in the Torah. (The Shema is actually Deuteronomy 6:4-9 and 
became a prayer recited by pious Jews twice a day.) In the context of Mark’s gospel this 
becomes important in chapter 12 when, as part of a religious discussion, Jesus is asked 
what the most important commandment is. Jesus replies by quoting the beginning of 


the Shema (duty to God) but Follows it up by quoting another part of the Torah, Leviticus 
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19:18, where the people are required to “love your neighbour as yourself”. Jesus puts 
these two duties together in his reply as a religiously and politically acceptable answer 
to the question he has been asked. Notable here is then expressly that it is neither one 
nor the other alone by itself but explicitly both together that Jesus suggests. Indeed, in 
the ongoing conversation with his interlocutor Jesus praises this interlocutor’s approval 
of his own answer as “not being far from the kingdom of God”. We must then wholly 
integrate these sentiments into any remembrance of Jesus in those sources where they 
are maintained and we must see the destitutes’ domain, and Jesus’ political, ethical and 
economic values, as about both honouring the Jewish God, from Jesus’ perspective, and 
also the requirement to love one’s neighbour as oneself. (John preserves this thought in 
a pre-crucifixion speech of Jesus to his disciples where he calls “loving one another as | 
loved you” a “new commandment”. It is, in Fact, quite an old one and a typically Jewish 
one in the Torah.) Jesus is then here depicted not as a person randomly making things up 
as he goes along but as one who acts according to certain principles and valuations 
which he carries through and attempts to actualise in and through his own ideas and 


practices. 


Mk 12:43-44 = Lk 21:1-4 


The final verses | want to deal with from Mark concern a poor widow whom Jesus 
observes contributing “two small copper coins” to the Jewish treasury which were 
Financially worth next to nothing. She is contrasted in the text with “rich people putting 
in large sums” whom, as we already know from Mark 10, will find it harder to get into the 


kingdom of God than a camel will Find it to get through the eye of a needle. Jesus calls 
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over his disciples, observing her, and tells them, in terms which recall swearing an oath 


or making a solemn promise: 


“Truly | tell you, this poor widow has put in more than all those who are contributing to the 
treasury. For all of them have contributed out of their abundance; but she out of her 


poverty has put in everything she had, all she had to live on.” 


Clearly, Jesus does not operate on the basis of simple sums of money but relatively, 
according to a person’s resources. What matters is what it costs you and not what the 
amount is. One can have next to nothing and yet contribute much. Who would such a 
message most appeal to? The rich? No. To the destitute, of course. It would inform them 
that having nothing and being poverty stricken is no impediment to contributing greatly 
to “God’s kingdom” (which was ordered according to different economic relationships). 
This is encouragement for the destitute, a motivation for those esteemed in Jesus’ 


alternative society that turns this world upside down in its human relations. 


Matthew 


Matt 5:7 


| start on the material in Matthew with some of his “beatitudes” as found in what has 
come to be known as “The Sermon on the Mount”. Matthew has structured his gospel to 
contain Five sections of teaching in which Jesus speaks which are speculated to be five in 
number to match the five book structure of the Jewish Torah. (Jesus, in fact, is argued in 


Matthew to be a “new Moses” in parallel with this arrangement.) Some of these 
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beatitudes find parallels in Luke’s gospel where his “Sermon on the Plain” contains a lot 
of teaching also found in the Sermon on the Mount. However, Matthew also has some 
sayings material that Luke does not have and our first example of that is here when 


Matthew has: 


Blessed are the merciful, for they will receive mercy. 


“Blessed are” is an old form of language traditional in English bibles and 
“Congratulations to” or “Fortunate are” does exactly the same linguistic job of this. The 
point is that in such a linguistic Figure (which is relatively common as a Jewish Form of 
speech in the Jewish Tanakh) the one named is being praised or lauded. Here “the 
merciful” are regarded as such people and will receive their own reward of mercy. In 
Fact, all of these beatitudes can be linked with similar sentiments in the Tanakh and 
“mercy” is itself an attribute closely linked there with God himself. One would then 
expect it to figure in any characterisation of a “kingdom” that took on what was 


regarded as his character. 


Matt 5:9 


This is a Further beatitude from the list of them which Matthew begins the Sermon on 


the Mount with: 


Blessed are the peacemakers, for they will be called children of God. 
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Again, this is not replicated by Luke (where the beatitudes that are seem to be from the 
Q Gospel source) and it is noteworthy that these two beatitudes Matthew has included 
are about mercy and peacemaking, both things which closely identify one with God. This 
theological point is probably lost on many modern readers but is contextually and 
historically important in an appraisal of the character Jesus who cannot have been 
someone, if he existed, who was unaffected by, or uninterested in, historical Judaism, its 


beliefs and values. 


Matt 5:21-26 Lk 12:57-59 (Q) 


The second half of Matthew 5 is taken up by six examples of Jesus’ commentary upon 
what we might term Jewish law - which is not simply ‘statute law’ but also interpretation 
of the law (which encompassed aspects we would now call religious, political, ethical and 
economic — as if these were inevitably different things — but which, in Jewish context, 
were absolutely not) which sought to make various kinds of principles into workable (and 
often traditional) practices. Each example is introduced by Jesus saying something along 
the lines of “You have heard it said that... (insert example of rule or principle here)... but 


| say (insert Jesus’ interpretation here)”. The First example of this is as Follows: 


“You have heard that it was said to those of ancient times, ‘You shall not murder’; and 
‘whoever murders shall be liable to judgment.’ But | say to you that if you are angry with a 
brother or sister, you will be liable to judgment; and if you insult a brother or sister, you will 
be liable to the council; and if you say, ‘You fool,’ you will be liable to the hell of fire. So 
when you are offering your gift at the altar, if you remember that your brother or sister has 


something against you, leave your gift there before the altar and go; first be reconciled to 
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your brother or sister, and then come and offer your gift. Come to terms quickly with your 
accuser while you are on the way to court with him, or your accuser may hand you over to 
the judge, and the judge to the guard, and you will be thrown into prison. Truly | tell you, 


you will never get out until you have paid the last penny.” 


“You shall not kill” (which has the sense of ‘murder’) is, of course, one of the Jewish Ten 
Commandments but Jesus in these comments broadens censure of a specifically 
consequential act into the matter of attitudes, feelings and values. (I do not mean here 
to ever suggest that he is unique in doing this — a look into biblical and rabbinic sources 
proves otherwise — so please take none of this commentary as arguing that Jesus is 
Unique or special in either his morality or interpretation in the Following cases.) Jesus 
suggests that even anger or insults are dangerous things with unnecessary and possibly 
harmful consequences. Being reconciled to someone, or otherwise working out our 
differences, he regards as more important than religious observances — as well as being 
logically prior to them as well. Here religious observance to God seems undermined 
unless one is at peace with one’s fellow human beings (“Congratulations to the 
peacemakers!”) with whom one has dispute or towards whom one has enmity. Anger or 
dissent, Jesus suggests, can quickly get out of hand and lead to unpleasant 
consequences. By not dealing with situations of anger with one another, we can initiate 
consequences Far worse than ever needed to be the case. This, as an example of Jesus’ 
interpretive interest, shows that he is not so much a legalist concerned with obeying 
laws (you shall not kill) as he is with the self-actualisation and formation of kinds of 
people, ones whose “law” is internal and part of their constitution as human beings. If 
this be an example in this respect, then it is an example of a person who regards 


community existence as about the self-education and actualisation of each of us. 
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Matt 5:27-30 cf. Mk 9:43-48 


The next example of Jesus’ commentary upon the law is as Follows: 


“You have heard that it was said, ‘You shall not commit adultery.’ But | say to you that 
everyone who looks at a woman with lust has already committed adultery with her in his 
heart. If your right eye causes you to sin, tear it out and throw it away; it is better for you to 
lose one of your members than for your whole body to be thrown into hell. And if your right 
hand causes you to sin, cut it off and throw it away; it is better for you to lose one of your 


members than for your whole body to go into hell.” 


IF one has understood what | was trying to say about the first example, above, then one 
should be able to imagine how this example here works too. The issue is not “adultery” 
but the consequences of “lust” and so the self-actualisation and Formation of oneself as 
people who can, or cannot, be lustful. This must then be set in the social context of a 
community who have to live with one another and the consequences of personal 
behaviour as the outworking of who each one of us is or allows ourselves to become. 
Should we allow parts of us to derail and destroy our whole lives or “cut them out” and 


save ourselves their consequences? 


Matt 5:31-32 — cf. 19:3-9, Mk 10:2-12 


The third example Matthew utilises in this set of examples where Jesus commentates on 


Jewish law is as Follows: 
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“It was also said, ‘Whoever divorces his wife, let him give her a certificate of divorce.’ But | 
say to you that anyone who divorces his wife, except on the ground of unchastity, causes 


her to commit adultery; and whoever marries a divorced woman commits adultery.” 


This particular example deals with sexual ethics with several observers commenting 
that, in the case of Jesus, these ethics are “stricter” than those found in many other 
branches of Judaism extant in a similar time frame. The habitual practice is quoted as a 
man (not a woman) who wants to divorce his wife as being able to do so on his whim if 
the proper legal documentation is provided to the woman. This is clearly a practice 
patriarchally defined in that it is all about protecting male feelings and pandering to 
male concerns (as in when a man wishes to get rid of his wife). One must recall here the 
economic context of ancient life in which being alone or without Family is close to a 
death sentence as it made it much more difficult to even survive (especially if one is a 
woman prey to male exploitation where having a husband or family is part of her 
protection from such things. As several commentators of the social situation also 
remark, a single adult Female in this society is probably imagined to be a prostitute or 


otherwise vulnerable to selling her body to survive). 


Jesus here changes this point of view, however, and says that a man may NOT act on his 
own whim at all. IF he is married to a woman he must honour the commitment, come 
what may, unless she is unfaithful First. This is considerably more Female-friendly in that 
husbands cannot now just ditch their wives by provision of the appropriate paperwork 
but are committed to their relationship and its consequences. The specific reason given 
here is that, through no Fault of her own, the woman could be put in the situation of 


having to become an adulterer (for a woman cast out of one relationship, through no 
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Fault of her own, at her former husband’s whim will still need to seek the protection of 
some other — making her adulterous in this view) and this is not a position she should be 
put in in the view of Jesus. Jesus also adds that “whoever marries a divorced woman 
commits adultery” which makes it hard to see how, on this view, Jesus has a view any 
other than one in which casting marital relationships aside For spurious reasons is an 


impossibility at all. 


Indeed, this particular example seems to cast Jesus in the mould of one who regards 
marital relationships as things which are serious and committed, if entered into to begin 
with, and not trivial or easily dissolvable. They especially protect women considerably 
more than the given habitual example. They regard sexual involvement as consequential. 
In Fact, in order for a man to remarry on this understanding he would need to have an 
unchaste wife and to subsequently marry a woman who had never been married before. 
Unfaithful wives would here be putting themselves into a parlous position for they 
would make themselves those whom it was impossible to marry with all the social 
consequences of that. On the basis of all this, we may say that Jesus makes marriage a 
much more stable (and much less easily escapable) arrangement which, in a community 
context, provides for a more stable society but also that he regards sexual Faithfulness 
as a concomitant of marriage itself. As previously, this can also be seen as a matter of 
internal constitution and valuation, not least as it is contrasted with the traditional legal 


practice of the mere provision of a certificate of divorce. 


Matt 5:33-37 


The Fourth example of Jesus’ interpretation of Jewish law is as follows: 
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“Again, you have heard that it was said to those of ancient times, ‘You shall not swear 
falsely, but carry out the vows you have made to the Lord.’ But | say to you, Do not swear at 
all, either by heaven, for it is the throne of God, or by the earth, for it is his footstool, or by 
Jerusalem, for it is the city of the great King. And do not swear by your head, for you cannot 
make one hair white or black. Let your word be ‘Yes, Yes’ or ‘No, No’; anything more than 


this comes from the evil one.” 


This particular example may seem rather trivial in comparison to some of the others but | 
believe that what it is actually about is honesty conceived of, yet again, as a matter of 
internal constitution (and so self-actualising self-education, our formation of ourselves). 
This is not a matter of empty external oaths which trade on the worth of the thing sworn 
by but on our reliability in regard to our “yes” or “no” accordingly. This is not a matter of 
making false oaths (of lying in a socially acceptable way) but of a strict honesty that is 
coming from within us. It is a matter of asking the question of what sort of people Jesus 


wants us to be. 


Matt 5:38-42 Lk 6:29-30 (Q) 


The fifth example here is one which is quite famous in subsequent Christian teaching and 


it has influenced everyone from pacifists to anarchists. It goes as Follows: 


“You have heard that it was said, ‘An eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth.’ But | say to 


you, Do not resist an evildoer. But if anyone strikes you on the right cheek, turn the other 


also; and if anyone wants to sue you and take your coat, give your cloak as well; and if 
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anyone forces you to go one mile, go also the second mile. Give to everyone who begs from 


you, and do not refuse anyone who wants to borrow from you.” 


This is consequential stuff and socially and politically important in the context, in which 
it is set, of Roman occupation and client kings and economic domination of some by 
others. Is Jesus here teaching a strict non-violence? Not absolutely. He is saying do not 
resist “an evildoer” and not that one should never use physical force to achieve any aim 
whatsoever. The context appears to be personal dispute rather than a universal rule (and 
we know from previous examples that recourse to simple universal rules is what he has 
previously been subverting in his commentary anyway). | am myself amenable to that 
interpretation of this text which argues that Jesus is urging people to rise above the 
conflictual violence of others by refusing to be drawn into it. (One must always ask here 
where violence leads and what it can, and can’t, achieve.) This is just one reason why, as 
shall be discussed in my next section of this book, Jesus was NOT a violent revolutionary 
in his context as some others were, those who wanted a bloody rebellion and who 
imagined that colonialists and others could be beaten simply by attacking and killing 
them. Even if Jesus thought this too (and there is next to no evidence that he did) he 
seems not to have advocated it for him or the community he was a part of. Rather, he 
encouraged thinking differently, thinking non-violently, thinking of alternatives to 
constant violence which inevitably would result in constant casualties on all sides. We 
should recall here again the beatitude about peacemakers and imagine this as yet 
another matter of internal constitution. These teachings here, once again, are about 
doing things from ourselves rather than being either traditionally or externally exploited 
by outside circumstances or relationships. We are to be certain sorts of people - and that 


by our own deliberate determination - rather than the victims of external relationships. 
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Jesus, so | argue, wants to build a Fundamentally different sort of community made of 
different sorts of relationships and this will entail, as of First importance, that we are a 
Fundamentally different sort of people, something that can only be achieved by us 
willing it, and actualising it, ourselves. In Fact, that is why the last sentence of this text is 
equally as important as the rest of it for it is about foregoing the economic violence of 
Financial hierarchy and imagining a world were people simply satisfy each others’ needs 


because they can (and so because this is what they are internally formulated so to do). 


Matt 5:43-47 —_ Lk 6:27-28, 32-36 (Q) 


The sixth and Final example here is as Follows: 


“You have heard that it was said, ‘You shall love your neighbour and hate your enemy.’ But | 
say to you, Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you, so that you may be 
children of your Father in heaven; for he makes his sun rise on the evil and on the good, and 
sends rain on the righteous and on the unrighteous. For if you love those who love you, 
what reward do you have? Do not even the tax collectors do the same? And if you greet only 
your brothers and sisters, what more are you doing than others? Do not even the Gentiles 


do the same?” 


“Love your neighbour (as yourself)” is a standard Jewish biblical ethical principle Found 
in the Torah (for example, in Leviticus 19:18) and common in Jewish ethics and 
interpretation. It is far From unique to Jesus. “Hate your enemy”, however, is not so 
much and there is no biblical text known which has yet been located which might be 


suggested as a traditional Jewish understanding that Jesus interprets against here. In 
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any case, Jesus here arbitrarily (From his own self-actualised and self-educated ethics) 
extends the category “neighbour” such that it may include “enemies” within it, 
something which itself has some biblical support in that there are texts in which enemies 
are not to be mistreated. The reasoning given is Familiar From Matthew 5 in that it is a 
matter of replicating the character of God (which, actually, is argued rhetorically as the 
motive for all these examples of Jesus’ interpretive practice at Matt 5:48) in one’s 
habitual relationships and in their lived practice, something which can be seen to 
motivate Jesus’ interest in political, ethical and economic relationships at all. Obviously, 
this must deal with, and include, how one is to go about dealing with one’s enemies, 
something one is bound to have in life to a greater or lesser degree. The cutting edge, 
the point of an alternative to a customary lifestyle, is that one does not merely love the 
one’s who love you — which is simply what most people do anyway. It is, thus, not a point 
of differentiation (not least For the better) since that is mere normality, accepted 
practice. IF one wants to be different (and, implicitly, better, existing on the basis of a 
new and improved ethic of relationships), one needs to go above and beyond. We widen 
and broaden and change the community at large by loving more than simply those who 
love us. Life is about more than partisanship (and must be if we would change it). You 
can’t get different by being the same as those you would be different From. You must 


have other values which result in different practices. 


Matt 6:11-12 Lk 11:2-4 (Q) 


Moving on into Matthew 6, | come to some verses, postulated to be within the Q Gospel, 


From what has become known as “the Lord’s Prayer” as follows: 
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Give us this day our daily bread. And forgive us our debts, as we also have forgiven our 


debtors. 


What stands out about these prayerful requests for me, as they have done for some 
others before me, is their very materiality. | take both requests consciously in a very 
material sense: they are requests to be fed and to be out from under the yoke of debt, 
to be Free From an entire system of debt at all. These, then, are easily imaginable as the 
cries and prayers of the destitute, those crushed into a life-threatening poverty by an 
economic system of relationships which shows no mercy. And they are set right after 
verses which wish For the coming of God’s kingdom and the doing of God's will “on earth 


as itis in heaven”. Join the dots. 


Matt 6:19-21 Matt 6:24 Lk 12:33-34(Q) Lk 16:13 


Matthew 6 is a rather random collection of sayings stitched together artificially. The 
connections between them, or even if there are connections between them, are not 
always obvious. But there are some sayings to be exampled and which fit into the 


hermeneutic being followed in this book. Two such are the Following: 


“Do not store up for yourselves treasures on earth, where moth and rust consume and 
where thieves break in and steal; but store up for yourselves treasures in heaven, where 
neither moth nor rust consumes and where thieves do not break in and steal. For where 
your treasure is, there your heart will be also... No one can serve two masters; for a slave 
will either hate the one and love the other, or be devoted to the one and despise the other. 


You cannot serve God and wealth.” 
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The lesson here seems Fairly straightforward but we should never Forget its radicality For 
it is part of an attitude to life, one quite rare in an authoritarian and hierarchical world, 
which discourages living that life on the basis of material wealth. It Further encourages 
an active living on the basis of such a valuation and, of course, once one does that it has 
its own consequences. One has to do things to get wealth and, not doing them, one has 
none and must live differently and consequentially as a result. Jesus is suggesting that 
what you treasure reveals your character but, more than this, reveals your relation to a 
whole system of relationships, one that is either Financial, based on monetary wealth, or 
one that is not. Jesus firmly evaluates the side without monetary wealth as the side that 
he, as one wanting to model what he imagines as heavenly values, is on. And he also 
imagines this as a binary choice, a matter of complete incompatibility between a 
relationship of material economics and one of what we might term here contextually as 
“heavenly economics”. These heavenly economics, as a system of relationships, are not 
defined by material wealth and so are entirely different to those that pertained in 
Roman Palestine at the time but also in the same situation as that pertains to us right 
now wherever we are today. | quite simply imagine that what Jesus refers to here is a 
system of relationships in which money is irrelevant and useless and in which there is no 
way to entertain such a system of relationships, in his thinking, if you had any 


pretensions to what he imagines as the kingdom of God. Its either/or. 


Matt 6:25-33 Lk 12:22-31(Q) GTh36 


Such an absolute attitude might induce anxiety in hearers taught from birth that one 
survives not by means of what Jesus refers to as the kingdom of God but by means of 


exactly the system of financial and economic relationships he is rejecting in his 
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embracing of deliberate poverty and his domain of the destitute, his world turned 
upside down. Perhaps is then why Matthew includes the Following speech noted for its 


Cynic arrangement and themes by several commentators: 


“Therefore | tell you, do not worry about your life, what you will eat or what you will drink, 
or about your body, what you will wear. Is not life more than food, and the body more than 
clothing? Look at the birds of the air; they neither sow nor reap nor gather into barns, and 
yet your heavenly Father feeds them. Are you not of more value than they? And can any of 
you by worrying add a single hour to your span of life? And why do you worry about 
clothing? Consider the lilies of the field, how they grow; they neither toil nor spin, yet | tell 
you, even Solomon in all his glory was not clothed like one of these. But if God so clothes 
the grass of the field, which is alive today and tomorrow is thrown into the oven, will he not 
much more clothe you—you of little faith? Therefore do not worry, saying, ‘What will we 
eat?’ or ‘What will we drink?’ or ‘What will we wear?’ For it is the Gentiles who strive for all 
these things; and indeed your heavenly Father knows that you need all these things. But 
strive first for the kingdom of God and his righteousness, and all these things will be given 


to you as well.” 


You will recall, | hope, that Cynics, people like Diogenes, wore extremely little, perhaps 
only a solitary cloak, and ate whatever they could Find to eat - raw meat, things growing 
in Fields, etc. They did not engage in a system of relationships by which they imagined to 
determine the regular supply and cultivation of such things. They lived life in a carefree 
(where that word is taken literally and seriously) way in which nature (or, if you prefer, 
“the gods”) either would, or would not, provide these things. Consider this a context For 


this speech of Jesus in which people are told not to care about food or clothing and in 
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which it is pointed out that creatures seemingly much more primitive than us are Fully 
provided for by nature (or “the gods”) itself. We do not need to build vast economic 
systems of relationships to supply our needs and which, consequently, become both our 
overwhelming concerns and our lives themselves. These, in fact, are inauthentic 
concerns. Jesus typifies them as characteristic of “Gentiles” and so impugns them as not 
related to the kingdom of God he is trying to inculcate as based on the values of that 
domain. Jesus, in fact, makes it plain: one should have kingdom of God values, first and 
Foremost, and by these one should satisfy one’s quite normal and ordinary needs. 
Indeed, doing so, Jesus imagines they will be Fulfilled, if in a different way. This is to say 
that Jesus imagines one can live without stereotypical economic activity based on 
Financial transactions and systems of relationships. That, indeed, is exactly the challenge 
of his message: Live in a world that that world judges as uneconomic, dare to be 
different and show that this world turned upside down works (but, of course, absolutely 


not in the same way, to the same values or the same outcomes in a systematic sense). 


Matt 6:34 


Matthew finishes this story and, indeed, Matthew 6 with the following summary 


thought: 


“So do not worry about tomorrow, for tomorrow will bring worries of its own. Today’s 


trouble is enough for today.” 


| see a bit of the Cynic attitude in this summary verse too for it seems to be saying to me 


that one should not think systematically, as the financially concerned and those 
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economically arranged in material ways must do. This saying then, all over again, seems 
to encourage deliberate detachment from such a world and its cares and concerns. “Just 
go about your daily business”, it seems to say to me, “and forget all that other stuff”. We 
might even add a “be carefree” — in the Cynic sense just imagined, too. This seems to 


suggest a much more naturalistic attitude to life, then, in my interpretation of it. 


Matt 7:1-5 Lk 6:37-42(Q) GTh26 


There now Follows some sayings about judging one another to begin Matthew 7: 


“Do not judge, so that you may not be judged. For with the judgment you make you will be 
judged, and the measure you give will be the measure you get. Why do you see the speck in 
your neighbour's eye, but do not notice the log in your own eye? Or how can you say to your 
neighbour, ‘Let me take the speck out of your eye,’ while the log is in your own eye? You 
hypocrite, first take the log out of your own eye, and then you will see clearly to take the 


speck out of your neighbour's eye.” 


| imagine these sayings in a community context; they are related to how one in Fact best 
lives in community. Jesus is arguing against “judging” others — which we could also take 
to mean having a judgmental attitude towards others or even airing opinions about 
them in public in judgmental ways. None of these things are particularly community- 
building in their effects. They divide and cause enmities and upsets which impede 
communal solidarity. One has to imagine such things within the concept of Jesus’ 
domain of the destitute in which togetherness, mutual aid and cooperation are the very 


necessary lubrications of that society's function and success. In this context Jesus 
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basically just says, “Worry about yourself, not about others, and everyone will get along 


much better.” 


Matt 7:7-11 GTh 2:1, 92:1, 94 


These further verses about asking, seeking and knocking are set within a similar 
communal context and operate as part of a simple and singular vision For a domain of 


the destitute or a “kingdom of God”: 


“Ask, and it will be given you; search, and you will find; knock, and the door will be opened 
for you. For everyone who asks receives, and everyone who searches finds, and for everyone 
who knocks, the door will be opened. Is there anyone among you who, if your child asks for 
bread, will give a stone? Or if the child asks for a fish, will give a snake? If you then, who are 
evil, know how to give good gifts to your children, how much more will your Father in 


heaven give good things to those who ask him!” 


OF course, these verses are applied by Matthew’s gospel to God. It is quite possible Jesus 
did too. But its also important to connect them to Jesus’ conception of daily living in 
what he would have called a kingdom of God community. Thus, it is about asking each 
other, about searching for oneself, about knocking on doors and having opportunities 
presented to you. It is about COMMUNITY RELATIONS and functioning as a community. 
Perhaps it helps here if we think of this as a system of relationships in contrast to a 
hierarchical and dominating economic and political one. Any system of relationships sets 
up possibilities and blocks off others. As we have seen, Jesus is very much against a 


Financial system of relationships — and so much so that he contrasts the valuations of 
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material wealth with the values he imagines appertain in the kingdom of God. Here he is 
revealing some of the values of that kingdom in his imagining, a place where people are 
given things because they ask for them and where good will and positive Family 


motivations are to be thought of as active and in place. 


Matt 7:12 Lk6:31(Q) GTh6:3 


Jesus summarises this attitude with a version of what is known as “The Golden Rule” as 


Follows: 


“In everything do to others as you would have them do to you; for this is the law and the 


prophets.” 


Treat people how you would want to be treated; it sounds simple enough yet things 
never seem to work out that way. Jesus here imagines this as an ethic of the kingdom, 
however, and further imagines it as a summary of Jewish scripture since “the law and the 
prophets” is a circumlocution for the First two divisions of the Tanakh. We might also 
notice that this is really just another way of saying “love your neighbour as yourself” 
which we have seen before. Again, then, we should note here that, although this saying 
perhaps suffers contempt due to its Familiarity, it is actually extremely radical in its 
meaning and its effects. Contrast it with an economic hierarchy of relationships such as 
none of us are unfamiliar with and it comes to seem immediately other and foreign to 
our experience. This is exactly the point For this is the world turned upside down, the 
domain of the destitute where money is meaningless and wealth counts for nothing. 


Loving your neighbour as yourself means setting economic relationships aside. Forever. 
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Matt 7:16-20 Matt12:35 Lk 6:43-45 (Q) GTh45 


Here are a concatenation of sayings on the theme of “knowing people by their Fruits”. 
The idea is that one cannot hide one’s character or one’s values for they inevitably reveal 
themselves in our actions, the things we do and don’t care about, and how we relate to 


each other. Matthew 7:16-20 has that idea like this: 


You will know them by their fruits. Are grapes gathered from thorns, or figs from thistles? In 
the same way, every good tree bears good fruit, but the bad tree bears bad fruit. A good 
tree cannot bear bad fruit, nor can a bad tree bear good fruit. Every tree that does not bear 


good fruit is cut down and thrown into the fire. Thus you will know them by their fruits. 


A judgmental element is added to this here in Matthew which is absent in the 
reproduction of similar sayings in Luke and Thomas. The basic idea, however, is present 
in all: you know people by the way that they live for they inevitably do what they are and 


produce from what is internal to them. 


Matt 8:20 GTh86 Lk 9:58 (Q) 


In Matthew (and also in Luke, although in a different context) Jesus is approached by 
someone who wishes to express their desire to follow him. In reply, Jesus says the 


Following: 


“Foxes have holes, and birds of the air have nests; but the Son of Man has nowhere to lay 


his head.” 
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This saying is complicated (unnecessarily in my view) For many by the phrase “son of 
man” being used within it. It has been discovered by modern scholarship that this term 
could both be a circumlocution meaning “I” (and so is simply a way of being self- 
referential) but that it could also be used to mean “human being” — again in a 
circumlocutionary way. The point of mentioning this is that “son of man” is not then 
simply, and uniquely, a possibly apocalyptic or eschatological title (either For Jesus or for 
anyone else) which is how modern translators of the Christian New Testament (who are 
nearly always Christians) take it and is probably how Matthew takes it himself. In GTh 86, 
however, where the saying is reproduced without narrative or eschatological context, it 
CANNOT mean an eschatological Son of Man or be a title for Jesus which the apparent 
ethos of this gospel neither needs nor recognises. There the phrase simply means 
“human beings” and it is human beings who have nowhere to lay their heads and rest, a 
clear reference to wandering and itinerancy. | myself take the saying in this sense too as 
it amply fits within the situational context | am imagining Jesus to be in. Jesus is then 
saying — to people who express a desire to follow him or otherwise adhere to his 
teaching — that this is EXACTLY what they do have to do. They have to become destitute 
radical itinerants. They have to detach themselves from traditional systems of 


relationships and take up new ones. 


Matt 8:22 Lk 9:60 (Q) 


As part of the same exchange, both Matthew and Luke (this is imagined to be Q material 


they have both utilised) have someone else ask Jesus if he can go and bury his father 


First before he Follows Jesus. But Jesus replies: 
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“Follow me, and let the dead bury their own dead.” 


It is not entirely clear what this means since “the dead” are incapable of burying 
anybody. It is known, however, that Jews observed a seven day mourning period and 
that “Jewish sources (by which is meant rabbinic interpretation) note the importance of 
accompanying a corpse to burial”. Jesus was then apparently contradicting traditional 
practice and understanding in the immediacy he requires. The sense is then that there is 
no time to waste and a perhaps disjunctive break with normalised society is necessary, 
even one that causes offence in its abandonment of the dead. (Notable in Matthew is 
that this saying and the one before it are placed between deeds meant to example and 
heighten Jesus’ eschatologically important identity. This would add to the in book 
literary reasoning For why one should Follow this person particularly. Such reasons, of 
course, are not nearly as important in my interpretation.) One is given a glimpse here, 
however, of the sense of urgency which Jesus might have been imagined (or 


remembered) to have in relation to his ideas. 


Matt 10:16b = GTh 39:3 


In this saying a literary Jesus counsels (in differing scenarios) “be wise as serpents and 
innocent as doves”. So we might imagine that Jesus, in his many sayings and actions 
reported throughout the gospels, is not advising naive stupidity. He realises that 
sincerity is necessary to his task but that prudence in going about it is also desirable too. 
This speaks to an agenda that is neither random nor casual, to a practiced belief that is 
conscientious and ever mindful of actions and consequences in that both wisdom and 


innocence must be monitored in order to remain consistent. 
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Matt 10:34 GTh10,16:1-2 Lk 12:49 


Now in Matthew we hit upon a complex of sayings which speak conflict and suffering. 


The first is as Follows: 


“Do not think that | have come to bring peace to the earth; | have not come to bring peace, 


but a sword.” 


In the past some people might have been deceived by this saying into believing that it 
somehow made Jesus into a violent zealot but that is not the case and the saying is 
metaphorical but no less powerful For that for it speaks of turning the world upside 
down, something which we can take much more seriously as an aim of Jesus as it has 
much more comprehensive evidence than a single saying. So we should certainly take it 
seriously when Jesus talks of a “sword” and we should absolutely imagine that he sees 
conflict as the result of his beliefs if they are carried through into practices. Here the 
Thomas variations on a theme | have noted are important for they speak of Jesus having 
“cast a Fire upon the world” and of “sowing conflict”. The message here is that, in his 
values that are completely different to those by which the world customarily operates, a 
war for how the world shall run, how people shall relate and cooperate, has been 
instigated. There seems no thought other than that this is a necessary war and Jesus 
never anywhere seems to apologise for it. IF the world is gone wrong, what is one to do - 
acquiesce or Fight? In GTh 10 Jesus claims that, having cast a fire upon the earth, he 
plans to stand guard until that fire is blazing, clearly suggesting that this metaphorical 


Fire is both necessary and in accordance with his purposes. 
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Matt 10:35-37 GTh16:3-4 GTh55:1-2a,101 Lk 12:51-53, 14:26 (Q) 


The previous saying in Matthew is then Followed by the Following two: 


For | have come to set a man against his father, and a daughter against her mother, and a 
daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law; and one’s foes will be members of one’s own 
household. Whoever loves father or mother more than me is not worthy of me; and 


whoever loves son or daughter more than me is not worthy of me. 


What should we take from this? That Jesus’ message is expected to tear traditional ideas 
of family apart. Perhaps, as some suggest, this is also along generational lines (old and 
young may be observed to take stereotypically different attitudes to things). The 
message here is clearly that the new relationships, and their basis, that Jesus imagines in 
the destitutes’ domain are MORE IMPORTANT than traditional Family ties. In other 
words, one cannot allow biological Family to stand in the way of the new Family of 
affinity and free association. Note that Jesus says in these sayings that he has come to 
do this ON PURPOSE. It is, in fact, a test of allegiances. Thomas even talks of “hate” in 
this respect. Clearly, Jesus imagines one must come to despise traditional relationships, 
putting them behind you regardless of seemingly inevitable conflicts, in order to take on 


the new relations which are seen as worth this trouble. 


Matt 10:38 GTh 55:2b_ Lk 14:27 (Q) 


The Following saying can be read in two ways: 
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whoever does not take up the cross and follow me is not worthy of me 


It is easy to read this saying in a Christian sense, knowing, as we do, that Jesus was 
crucified and that this was then given salvific significance, but, of course, | am not going 
to do that here. “Taking up the cross”, which, historically, Jesus did even if only because 
he was put to death by the Romans, can also have a metaphorical meaning. Of course, | 
do not here mean to suggest that Jesus necessarily was a Fortune teller who could see 
the Future and spoke about his death by crucifixion before it was even in sight. Its simply 
an expression For toil, struggle, labour and deadly hardship (which, by the by, is repeated 
in gospels where there is no mention of crucifixion at all). Jesus is saying, in an 
interpreted, remembered way, that his is not the easy path. IF you aren’t prepared to 
suffer (and, as we have seen, Jesus is talking about Family-destroying destitution here) 
then you aren’t made of the appropriate stuff for the task. Thus, this saying can be a 
genuine remembrance even if Jesus, in Fact, never really said these words at all. 
Inasmuch as they express the views of someone who talked about his task in the 


harshest of terms, it fits regardless. 


Matt 10:39 Lk 17:33 (Q) Jn12:25 


The last of these sayings is then as Follows: 


Those who find their life will lose it, and those who lose their life for my sake will find it. 


OF course, one thing I've glossed over here is that, in Matthew, a Christian gospel, Jesus 


is referring all these things back to himself - as we might expect in such a place. | am not 
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one who imagines that Jesus lauded himself or thought of himself as special, the son of 
god, the messiah, etc., (“son of man” is a special case | have referred to elsewhere above) 
and | think that actually goes against the meat of the interpretation | am giving of Jesus 
in this book. Thus, | think this is all coming from others and is almost entirely 
retrospective, a matter of Christian thought and reflection about Jesus rather than the 
studied teaching of Jesus. What Jesus spoke about in terms of the kingdom of God, 
others have made about Jesus more explicitly. (Notice how others, throughout the rest 
of the New Testament and in later Christian commentary, talk about “the kingdom of 
God” much less. Where Jesus has a necessary social and communalised vision, others, 
who are Christians, simply make it all about him.) So | don’t think this saying is about 
something done “for Jesus’ sake” in any sense other than that it could be done of 
anybody else’s sake — which is to say For the sake of the community values Jesus is 
teaching (for which ‘Jesus’ sake” stands in as a circumlocution). This saying means that if 
you only look out for yourself all you'll ever have is empty possessions and a hierarchical 
relationship to others but that if you “lose your life” (i.e. a selFeobsessed focus) for the 
sake of others then you will Find the much richer communal and cooperative life. One 
must take the gamble of choosing to put the needs of the many above the needs of the 


one. 


Matt 11:19b ~~ Lk 7:35 (Q) 


The saying “wisdom is vindicated by her deeds” in Matthew (its “children” in Luke’s 
version of the saying) is an adjunct to the more modern “actions speak louder than 
words” or the more biblical talk about knowing things “by their Fruits”. In other words, 


the only meaning and sense to be found in Jesus’ teaching is that which results From 
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Following it and carrying it out. As mere words, it is empty and ineffective. Only doing it 


activates its wisdom which is then shown in what it produces. 


Matt 11:28-30 GTh90 


The following complex of sayings scholars inform us are couched in language which refer 
to study and learning (in Jewish context, particularly of the Torah, the Jewish law). So 
here Jesus is being presented by Matthew as a wise teacher who offers wisdom to those 


encouraged to be conscientious students: 


Come to me, all you that are weary and are carrying heavy burdens, and | will give you rest. 
Take my yoke upon you, and learn from me; for | am gentle and humble in heart, and you 


will find rest for your souls. For my yoke is easy, and my burden is light. 


In the context of my community hermeneutic, Jesus is here recommending the “yoke” of 
his teaching as the “rest” that people need in its meaning and consequences. But that it 
is a yoke means it requires some commitment (as the educational context also suggests). 
Note also (and this is not uncommon) that Jesus OFFERS this yoke — but it is For others to 
choose to willingly take it upon themselves. Jesus does NOT force his message upon 
anyone. It is always offered but never imposed. Jesus gives out an invitation; whether 
you accept it or not is up to you. The kingdom he offers in entirely voluntary and is about 


your own autonomy and agency in the acceptance of it. 
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Matt 13:33 Lk 13:20-21(Q) GTh96 


This is a parable, one found in Matthew and Luke side by side with the parable of the 


mustard seed which comes before it. It reads as Follows: 


The kingdom of heaven is like yeast that a woman took and mixed in with three measures 


of flour until all of it was leavened. 


But (as we should ask with all parables) how is the kingdom like that? Well, we need to 
start off by realising that yeast was poorly regarded in ancient Palestinian society. It was 
thought of as putrid and mouldy. People in those times ate Flat, unleavened bread and 
yeast was strictly kept out of it. So this should inform us that this parable might have 
somewhat of a subversive message. In fact, as with the parable of the mustard seed, the 
message here seems to be about the kingdom's undesirability. No one would want 
loaves in which yeast had been mixed in (the Greek behind this text actually means “hid 
in” — suggesting that this was in itself a subversive act) and so that they get this is an act 
of subverting their expectations and, indeed, their overt desires. The parable then seems 
to be saying that the kingdom is like something which would work its way throughout 
something completely if it was surreptitiously mixed in without anyone realising it. In 
other words, the kingdom can creep upon you even if its not something you necessarily 


ever overtly wanted. 
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Matt 13:44 GTh109 


Matthew 13 is actually a section of text in which Matthew links several parables and 
stories as one of his Five “speeches” of Jesus mimicking the five books of Torah. Often 
these are about what “the kingdom of heaven” (Matthew’s preferred phrase for Jesus’ 


preferred topic) is like. The Following is one of these: 


The kingdom of heaven is like treasure hidden in a field, which someone found and hid; then 


in his joy he goes and sells all that he has and buys that field. 


At this point I’d like you to compare the similar but different telling of this story in 


Thomas: 


The Father's kingdom is like a person who had treasure hidden in a field but did not know it. 
When they died they left it to their heir. They did not know about it either so they took over 
the field and sold it. The buyer went ploughing, discovered the treasure, and began to lend 


money at interest to whomever they wished. 


Maybe this is the same saying and maybe its not — but its certainly tolerably similar. In 
the First telling, Finding something valuable, the Finder hides it and then goes all out to 
acquire it. In the second telling, people are ignorant of what they have but, when 
someone discovers it, they share their riches with others (but, strangely For such stories, 
for their own further material gain. Here, perhaps, the fact of the opportunity the 
treasure affords is emphasised.) In both cases, however, the treasure is hidden and not 


obvious. You wouldn't look out across the field and just see it lying in plain sight. 
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Matt 13:45-46 GTh76:1-2 


Perhaps, however, we can help Further interpret the last parable with the help of this 


one - which goes as follows: 


Again, the kingdom of heaven is like a merchant in search of fine pearls; on finding one 


pearl of great value, he went and sold all that he had and bought it. 


Again, | expressly compare the Thomas version: 


Jesus said, “The Father's kingdom is like a merchant who had a supply of merchandise and 
then found a pearl. The merchant was prudent; he sold the merchandise and bought the 


single pearl for himself.” 


Let us ask after this parable by thinking economically. What does “selling all one has” or 
one’s “supply of merchandise” involve? We must imagine our imaginary purchasers as 
people who need to live to survive. That means they have jobs, careers, professions in 
modern parlance. But if you give everything away in order to buy a valuable pearl what 
do you have left then? Have you not, in fact, just traded away your livelihood, your 
habitual means of survival, For the pearl? Who finds things in Fields (which were how 
anyone made in money in those days) anyway? Can we imagine those who have traded 


their past, commercially oriented, lives away For the riches of the pearl? 
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Matt 13:47-48 GTh8 


A third and final example is the following parable which, once again, | shall render first in 


its Matthean version and then in its Thomasine: 


Again, the kingdom of heaven is like a net that was thrown into the sea and caught fish of 
every kind; when it was full, they drew it ashore, sat down, and put the good into baskets 


but threw out the bad. 


And he said, “The human one is like a wise fisherman who cast his net into the sea and drew 
it up from the sea full of little fish. Among them the wise fisherman discovered a fine large 


fish. He threw all the little fish back into the sea and easily chose the large fish.” 


Here the similar parable has been taken in different ways. In Matthew it becomes a story 
about separating good from bad whereas in Thomas we can once more pursue our 
economic interpretation from the previous parable. Here a “wise fisherman” essentially 
gives up economic activity (by ditching his entire catch!) for the sake of one large (and 
assumedly valuable) Fish. That’s no way to run a fishing business, now is it? In both cases 
in these parables one is asked to consider what is valuable and what is not. And it might 


not be that habitual economic activity comes out of this very positively. 


Matt 15:14b = GTh34 _ Lk 6:39 (Q) 


This saying is of the general type that could be inserted into numerous different 


conversations where someone negatively values the insight of others: 
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if one blind person guides another, both will fall into a pit 


Matthew applies this to Pharisees whereas Luke simply presents it without context as a 
“parable” and Thomas simply presents it as a wise saying of Jesus, as is the method of 
this sayings collection. As a saying, it asks its hearers to evaluate the insight of others 
and to think about the consequences of what people say. You shouldn’t just Follow 


anyone. 


Matt 16:3b = GTh91:2 


This saying, which is different, nevertheless has a similar theme, one of personal 
responsibility and agency in regard to our own intellectual and ethical abilities. In 
Matthew's context, Jesus is asked for a sign by religious and political interlocutors. He 


refuses to provide one, saying: 


You know how to interpret the appearance of the sky, but you cannot interpret the signs of 


the times. 


In GTh 91 this becomes: 


You examine the face of heaven and earth, but you have not come to Know the one who is 


in your presence, and you do not know how to examine the present moment. 


Sounds like we might have some “blind guides” here. | notice especially the apparent 


emphasis in such a saying on one’s own responsibility For one’s education in such 
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matters. He is talking about what questioners know but, for readers, this in turn 
becomes a question about what they know, or imagine themselves to know, and about 
their abilities to “examine the present moment” for themselves too. Granted Jesus’ 
other interests and countercultural solutions, this strongly suggests Jesus imagines an 
intellectually active membership of any potential community of his, ones who can 


ethically and politically (which, in context, also means religiously) judge the times. 


Matt 17:25-26 


This particular story in Matthew is unique to him and so a part of the so-called “M” 
material which is without source beyond Matthew itself. It is a short story about paying 
the temple tax For the upkeep of the Jewish temple in Jerusalem, a half-shekel tax levied 
against all Jewish males annually. It was, thus, not a Roman tax and so this is not like the 
incident in which Jesus is asked about paying taxes to Rome. It is, however, about tax and 
the story goes that someone comes to collect it and asks Simon Peter if Jesus pays the 
tax (strange if all these guys are deliberately destitute but lets roll with it). The story 


continues: 


(Peter) said, “Yes, he does.” And when he came home, Jesus spoke of it first, asking, “What 
do you think, Simon? From whom do kings of the earth take toll or tribute? From their 
children or from others?” When Peter said, “From others,” Jesus said to him, “Then the 


children are free.” 
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Peter is then instructed to go and cast a line to catch a fish and inside that fish’s mouth 
will be a miraculous coin, enough to pay both Jesus’ and Peter's tax contribution. What is 


going on here? 


It seems to me that, not unusually, this story spans audiences. | do not think Jesus paid 
taxes to anyone and neither do | think he thought taxes should be paid. Thus, we get his 
argument that they are exempt from the temple tax. But we must note that “not to 
cause offence” they nevertheless pay it (in the most outlandish way possible). This is 
probably for the benefit of Matthew’s literary audience who still had very real lives in 
which the economic and political realities still impressed themselves upon them. This 
story, in saying “we don’t have to pay the tax but pay it anyway” both underlines the 
libertarian thought world to which Jesus is pointing but nevertheless urges readers or 
hearers of Matthew's gospel not to cause needless offence. There are several 
interpreters of Matthew who, consequently, think this an entirely made up story but, as 
an interpreted remembrance of Jesus, | Find authenticity in it in that deliberately 
destitute wanderers consciously articulating new communities in a world turned upside 
down are not concerned with taxes or with their obligations to pay them. They are about 


changing the values of the world. They think that the children are, indeed, “free”. 


Matt 18:10a 


Matthew 18, another of Matthew's Five blocks of teaching From Jesus on the model of 


the Five books of the Torah, begins with stories about “little ones” and “children”. 


Children, of course, are those without power or economic status and usually 
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economically unproductive. For this reason alone, they are a potent symbol of Jesus’ 


ideas and intent. Thus, Jesus says: 


Take care that you do not despise one of these little ones 


in a warning that is not based on judging society or relationships according to customary 
civil status and that doesn’t judge people according to adult/child hierarchies or 


economic productivity or power. 


Matt 18:12-13 Lk 15:4-6 (Q) GTh 107 


This, in turn, leads into the parable of the lost sheep in Matthew, a parable which argues 
that the shepherd will leave all his sheep even to find just the singular lost one, over 


which he rejoices greatly when he Finds it since the lost has now become found: 


If a shepherd has a hundred sheep, and one of them has gone astray, does he not leave the 
ninety-nine on the mountains and go in search of the one that went astray? And if he finds 


it, truly | tell you, he rejoices over it more than over the ninety-nine that never went astray. 


Shepherds lived in the open with their sheep in those times and there were no pens and 
buildings to house them and so sheep are actually also a potent metaphor for a 
wandering destitute community as well. We should note, however, that Luke uses this 
parable in Luke 15 to highlight the Fact that the metaphorical sheep here are “lost” ina 
metaphorically ethical sense for the parable is used there as a response to grumbling 


that Jesus “welcomes sinners and eats with them” — which | am certain that he did if he 
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existed at all. In this context this parable is then presented as an example of Jesus 
motivating his own activities of open commensality as examples of rescuing those who 
have gone astray from some imagined path or course they were otherwise meant or 
expected to be on. For Luke, of course, what will become Christianity is that course. | 
would say that Jesus, of course, does have a purpose and that purpose could be 


described as finding sheep that became lost, a natural metaphor in an agrarian culture. 


Matt 18:22 Lk 17:3-4 (Q) 


With this saying and the following parable in Matthew we come to the issue of 
Forgiveness, a subject which, once more, might be seen to cross audiences for Jesus 
could certainly have spoken about forgiveness contemporaneously to those he was with 
but we must also remember that Matthew's gospel has audiences (including the 
audience imagined by its writer in the process of it being written, that audience of which 
they were a part themselves) to which it addresses itself as well. The saying here 
addresses how much someone should forgive in a question Jesus is asked to which he 


replies: 


Not seven times but, | tell you, seventy-seven times. 


This can also be read as “seventy times seven” and is simply meant to hyperbolically 


mean “without end” or “an infinite number of times”. However, we should also read this 


in the light of the Following explanatory parable which Matthew provides as a Further 


explication of the point. 
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Matt 18:23-34 


This parable (which, again, is only found in Matthew as “M” material) reads as follows: 


The kingdom of heaven may be compared to a king who wished to settle accounts with his 
slaves. When he began the reckoning, one who owed him ten thousand talents was brought 
to him; and, as he could not pay, his lord ordered him to be sold, together with his wife and 
children and all his possessions, and payment to be made. So the slave fell on his knees 
before him, saying, ‘Have patience with me, and | will pay you everything.’ And out of pity 
for him, the lord of that slave released him and forgave him the debt. But that same slave, 
as he went out, came upon one of his fellow slaves who owed him a hundred denarii; and 
seizing him by the throat, he said, ‘Pay what you owe.’ Then his fellow slave fell down and 
pleaded with him, ‘Have patience with me, and | will pay you.’ But he refused; then he went 
and threw him into prison until he would pay the debt. When his fellow slaves saw what 
had happened, they were greatly distressed, and they went and reported to their lord all 
that had taken place. Then his lord summoned him and said to him, ‘You wicked slave! | 
forgave you all that debt because you pleaded with me. Should you not have had mercy on 
your fellow slave, as | had mercy on you?’ And in anger his lord handed him over to be 


tortured until he would pay his entire debt. 


The initial debt (monetary or metaphorical, i.e. sin, doesn’t really matter to me here - the 
concept is financial and that is enough) is imagined here as so high as to be unpayable. 
Consequently, the king determines to sell the debtor and his family into debt slavery 
(allowable in both Roman and biblical law). However, in the parable the desperate plea 


for a chance to put things right, even though the debt be rhetorically unpayable, is met 
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not only with pity but release from the whole debt in an extraordinary act of 
Forgiveness! The meaning here, consequently, is that Forgiveness should be vast if given 
on the basis of genuine request For it (although, to be honest, it may not even be on that 
basis. The point seems more to be simply that forgiveness should be vast and generous). 
Yet, as the subsequent events detail, it is also to be that those forgiven much should also 
be vastly forgiving in turn. In other words, such vast forgiveness should be communal, 
should be shared, should not be partisan or partial. Consequently, Jesus’ ethic (in a world 
of monetary debt and metaphorical sin) was “Forgive big and don’t be partial in your 


Forgiveness either”. 


Matt 19:10-12 cf. GTh 22:3-7 


These verses are Matthean “M” additions to the discussion he takes over from Mark 10. 
The initial setup here in Matthew is Jesus being “tested” by being asked if it is legal in 
Jewish thought for a man to divorce his wife “For any cause”. The background to that is 
that Jews did allow divorce (as enabled by Deuteronomy 21:4 in the Jewish Torah) but 
they debated the reasons to permit it. Jesus then gives “unchastity” as the only valid 
reason in Matthew by which he means sexual activity (on a woman's part) with one not 


her husband. The story then continues in Matthew in the Following way: 


His disciples said to him, “If such is the case of a man with his wife, it is better not to marry.” 
But he said to them, “Not everyone can accept this teaching, but only those to whom it is 
given. For there are eunuchs who have been so from birth, and there are eunuchs who have 
been made eunuchs by others, and there are eunuchs who have made themselves eunuchs 


for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. Let anyone accept this who can.” 
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We cannot imagine that pious Jews acting entirely in customary and traditional ways 
would genuinely have imagined that not to marry (and consequently to have no 
legitimate children from such orthodox marriages) would have been “better”. (Even 
Jesus here in Matthew 19 speaks of a man and a woman joining together in lifelong 
marriage as traditional normality.) But then we also have evidence in the gospels, in 
more than one place, that Jesus was not exactly orthodox about “Family” either. We Find 
him apparently leaving his own, teaching the splitting up of Families in general and 
Forming alternative communities which he describes using family language, these 
Families being of affinity rather than of blood or marriage. He also, we should note, 
seems to have absolutely no wife or children of his own (at least by marriage or blood) 
throughout the entirety of gospel literature. So, whilst many regard this saying as not a 
legitimate remembrance of Jesus at all | certainly do find reasons to see some 
authenticity within it. This is especially so exactly because Jesus here does not 
propagate it as a teaching for all. He, then, acknowledges most will carry on in their 
traditional ways BUT there are those for whom it is given and there are those who will 
actualise the harsher commitment within themselves. Jesus does not say these are 
better but he does suggest that those having other priorities may quite legitimately and 
understandably Forego those other more customary activities. Indeed, he recommends 


this path to all who can accept it as a legitimate path in the destitutes’ domain. 


Matt 20:1-16 


Matthew 19 had followed the order and content of Mark 10 in the way Matthew 
compiles his own gospel. It thus ends with Matthew's version of the reversal saying: “But 


many who are first will be last, and the last will be First.” Matthew 20 then begins with a 
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parable which, seemingly in Matthew's logic, explicates this meaning. It reads as follows 


and is Found in Matthew alone: 


“For the kingdom of heaven is like a landowner who went out early in the morning to hire 
labourers for his vineyard. After agreeing with the labourers for the usual daily wage, he 
sent them into his vineyard. When he went out about nine o'clock, he saw others standing 
idle in the marketplace; and he said to them, ‘You also go into the vineyard, and | will pay 
you whatever is right.’ So they went. When he went out again about noon and about three 
o'clock, he did the same. And about five o'clock he went out and found others standing 
around; and he said to them, ‘Why are you standing here idle all day?’ They said to him, 
‘Because no one has hired us.’ He said to them, ‘You also go into the vineyard.’ When 
evening came, the owner of the vineyard said to his manager, ‘Call the labourers and give 
them their pay, beginning with the last and then going to the first.’ When those hired about 
five o'clock came, each of them received the usual daily wage. Now when the first came, 
they thought they would receive more; but each of them also received the usual daily wage. 
And when they received it, they grumbled against the landowner, saying, ‘These last worked 
only one hour, and you have made them equal to us who have borne the burden of the day 
and the scorching heat.’ But he replied to one of them, ‘Friend, |!am doing you no wrong; did 
you not agree with me for the usual daily wage? Take what belongs to you and go; | choose 
to give to this last the same as | give to you. Am / not allowed to do what | choose with 
what belongs to me? Or are you envious because | am generous?’ So the last will be first, 


and the first will be last.” 


The basic parable should be easily understandable (and plausible in an agrarian Galilee 


of rich landowners and desperately poor people hanging around day after day hoping to 
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earn a day’s pay — which was a denarius). The basic setup is that the landowner keeps 
going back for more and more workers throughout the day so that his crop may not 
spoil. He agrees a wage with each of them but when it comes to pay out the wages those 
who have worked longer grumble and complain that its not fair (even though they got 
what they agreed when agreeing to work for the day to begin with). Matthew then 
Finishes the parable with the absolute version of the saying (not his first used 
equivocatory version) “the last will be first and the First will be last”. But how has this 


story illustrated that? 


| see this story as being about generosity (as verse 14 suggests in that it states the 
landowner “chose” to give those working less the same, having given the First exactly as 
he promised). But it is also about more than that for it is also about reversal (the last are 
paid first and are given the same wage which is done in front of those who worked all 
day when it could have been done after they’d been paid and left in secret) which means 
not that those working less got more but that the economic value system the workers 
may have expected to be in place was not. Instead, the workers coming last who did 
much less work (but who will still need to earn a wage enough to live) got their wage 
(due to the landowner’s implausible and parabolic generosity) nevertheless. This 
landowner does NOT act according to economic expectation or traditional values of 
Fairness. Instead, he makes sure every worker receives the day’s pay. He has different 
values which “reverse” the economic values of society and refute their valuations. 
Instead, generosity is offered in its place, something compatible with the open 
commensality and mutual aid we have seen of Jesus elsewhere. Emerging from such 
values, the last shall be as the First and the First shall be as the last — for they all got the 


same wage. Financial hierarchy is no more here. Generosity is valued instead. 
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Matt 21:28-31 


Contextually in Matthew we are now into Jesus’ last week before his crucifixion. He has 
engaged in various actions in the temple, which are an attention getter, and he is now 
being tested and questioned by various groups of people. In this context, he tells the 


Following parable unique to Matthew: 


“What do you think? A man had two sons; he went to the first and said, ‘Son, go and work in 
the vineyard today.’ He answered, ‘I will not’; but later he changed his mind and went. The 
father a went to the second and said the same; and he answered, ‘I go, sir’; but he did not 
go. Which of the two did the will of his father?” They said, “The first.” Jesus said to them, 
“Truly | tell you, the tax collectors and the prostitutes are going into the kingdom of God 


ahead of you.” 


This is a Fairly simple parable (“it is better to say you won't do something but then do it 
than to say you will do something but then not do it”) but with a shocking consequence 
(that despised, thieving tax collectors and dirty, adulterous prostitutes get into the 
kingdom “ahead of” — which might well mean “instead of” — you). The shocking meaning 
here is that ANYONE can attain the kingdom, regardless of what they have said or done 


previously, provided they actually do their part in the end. (And so the last can be First!) 


Matt 21:43 


The parable of the vineyard From Mark 12 is then inserted here by Matthew but he 


makes the point of this previous parable just discussed above here explicit when saying: 
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the kingdom of God will be taken away from you and given to a people that produces the 


fruits of the kingdom 


OF course, contextually this can be read in a religious sense to mean that Judaism is 
being passed over in Favour of Christianity. We can, however, read this differently since 
Matthew's own interpretation of the meaning has “the chief priests and Pharisees” 
thinking that Jesus means them (rather than Judaism whole and entire) as what is being 
spoken against. (This plays into who Matthew holds responsible for the arrest and 
crucifixion of Jesus in his gospel.) Jesus in Fact says precisely that those who produce the 
Fruits of the kingdom (explicated at length throughout) are the ones who receive it —- and 
that they will be regarded as a people in themselves by reason of their acting with 
affinity. So the kingdom is not about titles and status or hierarchy and patriarchal 
relationships (as society then, as now, was to some degree) but it is about those who live 
“kingdom lives” in the destitutes’ domain. It is about those who, in the living of their 


lives, turn the world upside down by their values. 


Matt 25:31-40 


This idea is only explicated Further as Matthew rushes Jesus towards his crucifixion in 
eschatological speeches in which the “kingdom values” are pushed to the fore as the 
basis of salvation. In a likely apocalyptic parable which mentions the titular Son of Man 


“coming in glory” at the final judgment, Matthew relates Jesus saying the following: 


Then the king will say to those at his right hand, ‘Come, you that are blessed by my Father, 


inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world; for | was hungry 
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and you gave me food, | was thirsty and you gave me something to drink, | was a stranger 
and you welcomed me, | was naked and you gave me clothing, | was sick and you took care 


of me, | was in prison and you visited me.’ 


He concludes this thought by saying: 


‘Truly | tell you, just as you did it to one of the least of these who are members of my family, 


you did it to me.’ 


This is then basically the “kingdom values” set out in a nutshell and it is a matter of 
active lifestyle and practised values. Doing is what counts here not being (as in status) or 
privileged relationship (as Mark had reminded us in Mark 10 by having Jesus say to his 
disciples that even being one of his closest Friends didn’t confer high status upon one in 
the kingdom -— service did). Thus, it doesn’t matter to me if the apocalyptic aspect is that 
of Jesus or not (or even if this parable is original to Jesus or not) for, in my mind, it 
contains legitimate remembrance of the values of Jesus within it regardless of its 
origins. A parable someone else makes up which encapsulates a remembrance of the 
values of Jesus is itself a remembrance of Jesus anyway — even if put within an invented 
Fictional Framework. Isn’t this what Jesus himself is shown to do multiple times anyway? 
OF course, within the apocalyptic scheme in Matthew's gospel those who do not model 
kingdom values in their behaviour are cast out of the kingdom and its benefits and “go 
away to eternal punishment”. Those in the kingdom receive “eternal life”. The important 
thing for me, however, not believing in such imaginative metanarratives, is that it is how 
one lives here and now that is the Focus of attention and the demonstration of the 


values that you live by. 
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Luke 


Lk 6:20-49 


And so we come to the things that | want to particularly highlight from the third gospel 
of the New Testament, Luke’s gospel. Luke openly declares at the beginning of his 
gospel that he knows of other accounts similar to his - but he goes ahead and provides 
his “orderly account” anyway. The first thing that sticks in my mind here from Luke in 
particular is this complex of sayings, many of which | have covered in my commentary on 
content from Matthew because it is Q material Matthew shares with Luke, which is 
regarded by many scholars of Q in particular as the first rhetorical “speech” of Jesus in 
that reconstructed text. Matthew splits much of this material up into singular sayings 
and sprinkles it about his text as he wishes but here it is all in one place as a connected 
whole. (For reasons | cannot go into here many Q scholars imagine Luke better preserves 
the order and form of Q than Matthew — which is one reason why Q's versification 
Follows that of Luke.) For sake of completeness, | am going to reproduce this whole 


speech in Full as Follows: 


Blessed are you who are poor, for yours is the kingdom of God. Blessed are you who are 
hungry now, for you will be filled. Blessed are you who weep now, for you will laugh. 
Blessed are you when people hate you, and when they exclude you, revile you, and defame 
you on account of the Son of Man. Rejoice in that day and leap for joy, for surely your 
reward is great in heaven; for that is what their ancestors did to the prophets. But woe to 


you who are rich, for you have received your consolation. Woe to you who are full now, for 
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you will be hungry. Woe to you who are laughing now, for you will mourn and weep. Woe to 


you when all speak well of you, for that is what their ancestors did to the false prophets. 


But | say to you that listen, Love your enemies, do good to those who hate you, bless those 
who curse you, pray for those who abuse you. If anyone strikes you on the cheek, offer the 
other also; and from anyone who takes away your coat do not withhold even your shirt. 
Give to everyone who begs from you; and if anyone takes away your goods, do not ask for 


them again. Do to others as you would have them do to you. 


If you love those who love you, what credit is that to you? For even sinners love those who 
love them. If you do good to those who do good to you, what credit is that to you? For even 
sinners do the same. If you lend to those from whom you hope to receive, what credit is that 
to you? Even sinners lend to sinners, to receive as much again. But love your enemies, do 
good, and lend, expecting nothing in return. Your reward will be great, and you will be 
children of the Most High; for he is kind to the ungrateful and the wicked. Be merciful, just 


as your Father is merciful. 


Do not judge, and you will not be judged; do not condemn, and you will not be condemned. 
Forgive, and you will be forgiven; give, and it will be given to you. A good measure, pressed 
down, shaken together, running over, will be put into your lap; for the measure you give will 
be the measure you get back. He also told them a parable: Can a blind person guide a blind 
person? Will not both fall into a pit? A disciple is not above the teacher, but everyone who is 
fully qualified will be like the teacher. #7 Why do you see the speck in your neighbour's eye, 
but do not notice the log in your own eye? Or how can you say to your neighbour, ‘Friend, 


let me take out the speck in your eye,’ when you yourself do not see the log in your own 
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eye? You hypocrite, first take the log out of your own eye, and then you will see clearly to 


take the speck out of your neighbour's eye. 


No good tree bears bad fruit, nor again does a bad tree bear good fruit; for each tree is 
known by its own fruit. Figs are not gathered from thorns, nor are grapes picked from a 
bramble bush. The good person out of the good treasure of the heart produces good, and 
the evil person out of evil treasure produces evil; for it is out of the abundance of the heart 


that the mouth speaks. 


Why do you call me ‘Lord, Lord and do not do what | tell you? | will show you what someone 
is like who comes to me, hears my words, and acts on them. That one is like a man building 
a house, who dug deeply and laid the foundation on rock; when a flood arose, the river 
burst against that house but could not shake it, because it had been well built. But the one 
who hears and does not act is like a man who built a house on the ground without a 
foundation. When the river burst against it, immediately it fell and great was the ruin of 


that house. 


What we have here in my view, and as good as we have it anywhere, is a catechism or 
manifesto (putatively or rhetorically From Jesus) for living in the destitutes’ domain. It 
was, Of course, not constructed by Jesus himself - and he certainly never gave this 
speech word For word on any occasion. However, it is an interpreted remembrance of the 
man, perhaps the pre-eminent such remembrance in political, ethical and economic 
terms. This is an appreciation of how it was imagined he thought you should live, a 
“kingdom manifesto”, formulated in this way by others, according to a destitute Jewish 


Cynic Jesus. (“Sewish” because pretty much everything here can be found replicated in 
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either the Tanakh or Jewish commentary upon it and “Cynic” because it is set within the 
context of a praise of poverty and a deliberate destitution especially characteristic of 
that philosophy.) It was likely preserved in similar form in remembrances collected in 
document form prior to Luke’s gospel (i.e. “Q”) that was at least utilised (differently) by 
Matthew as well. Some would argue that material like this is as old, and as authentic to 
Jesus, as it gets. Others would argue merely that it is one particular interpretation of 
Jesus. Regardless, | take this material probably as seriously as anything | take about 
Jesus as a historically remembered person and say that if he was not something like a 


person with these sorts of values then we probably don’t know what he was like at all. 


So what do we have here if we unpack this extremely dense text concisely? Jesus 
congratulates the destitute (not the “poor”), the hungry, the weeping (and so 
distressed) and the hated and promises them future benefits. He bestows woes on the 
rich, the Full, the laughing and the well regarded (in a theme echoing the idea of 
“reversal”). He urges ethical understandings which go beyond traditional understandings 
of how one should behave towards another and which take the initiative (love enemies, 
give without expecting back, do not “count the cost”). He teaches that you should 
concentrate on your own behaviour, not judging or condemning others, and says that 
you yourself will be judged by your consistency to your own standards in a way which 
speaks strongly in Favour of authenticity in one’s behaviour and consequently very much 
against hypocrisy. This is followed with the agrarian metaphor of plants and their Fruits 
in regard to people only being able to reproduce that which they are (which again 
highlights taking care of oneself so that one is then better able to help others). All this is 
Finished off with a parable seeking to highlight the ethical foundations of our very lives 


as the important thing and not whether we call Jesus “lord” or not. (Jesus wants not 
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worship or obedience here but genuine and authentic behaviour from the heart which 


“sets down foundations” and becomes the lived basis of ethical life.) 


In sum, this is a very practical “speech”, one focused on “kingdom behaviour” and the 
ethics and values of the destitutes’ domain For an imagined community of those wanting 
to live in/as such a thing. This is also done, as Lk 6:36 reminds us, in imitation of the 
imagined character of the Jewish god. (Matthew replicates this verse at Matt 5:48 but, 
where Luke has god as “merciful”, Matthew has the deity as “perfect” or “complete”. In 
either case, the point is that one replicate the character of god in oneself in the 
destitutes’ domain and these sayings are consequently imagined, in the interpretation of 
Jesus, as the “divine” social and political values. Consequently we can compare all this to 
the much more concise Formula Jesus often uses, not least in Luke, taken from the 


Torah: love your neighbour as yourself.) 


Lk 7:23 


This is an interesting little verse that most people would probably pass over. But it made 


me stop and think. It goes as Follows: 


blessed is anyone who takes no offense at me 


It is inserted by Luke after two miracle stories (it is conjectured by a number of scholars 
that Luke is particularly enamoured of the stories about Elijah and Elisha in the Tanakh 
and so that his Jesus particularly Follows a pattern established by these wonder-working 


prophets of yore) and questions by followers of the now imprisoned John the Baptiser 
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as to Jesus’ own identity in terms of some imagined apocalyptic eschatological 
expectation/speculation. Jesus answers only that great wonders are being done in which 
the blind see, the deaf hear, the lame walk, the dead are raised, etc., and so in terms 
which Luke himself has already announced earlier in Luke 4 through quotation of Jewish 
scripture as being about just such eschatological and salvatory expectation. It is then 
here where Jesus adds the saying (which is actually another beatitude) about the 
blessedness or congratulations due to those who not take offence at the eschatological 


blessings Luke imagines Jesus is bringing. 


But we might ask here why anyone would take offence at that. Who, seeing the dead 
raised and imagining it was an act of God’s mercy, thinks that, imagining for a second it is 
at least believed to be true (which largely makes it true in reality — at least until or unless 
something makes it impossible to believe as true anymore) that that is a terrible thing? 
The answer is people set in their customary and traditional earthly ways, those set within 
hierarchies of wealth and power that might be disturbed by random acts of God which 
don’t acknowledge these hierarchies and systems of power and influence. God, the True 
Leveller Gerrard Winstanley used to love telling us in his mid-seventeenth century 
writings, is no “respecter of persons”. That's great For God but its not so great if you are 
a person who has come to demand and expect such respect. God himself, then, turns 
such a world upside down —- and so what will a person like Jesus, one who imagines 
himself an authentic interpreter of the the character of God as revealed in the Jewish 
Torah, do? Will he turn that world upside down too? Will he teach no “respect of 
persons” according to hierarchy, power and tradition as well? Will he become a cause of 
offence for just such reasons? Congratulations, from Jesus’ perspective, to those who 


don’t take offence at being stripped of their systematised expectation of respect! 
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Lk 7:36-50 


This story is unique to Luke but is often compared to the one found at the beginning of 
Mark 14 (which Functions there as a pre-burial anointing of Jesus). Often the woman 
concerned, at least in later interpretation of the story, has been conjectured as Mary 
Magdalene —- but there is no reason, from the story itself, to make this precise 


identification. The story runs as Follows: 


One of the Pharisees asked Jesus to eat with him, and he went into the Pharisee’s house 
and took his place at the table. And a woman in the city, who was a sinner, having learned 
that he was eating in the Pharisee’s house, brought an alabaster jar of ointment. She stood 
behind him at his feet, weeping, and began to bathe his feet with her tears and to dry them 
with her hair. Then she continued kissing his feet and anointing them with the ointment. 
Now when the Pharisee who had invited him saw it, he said to himself, “If this man were a 
prophet, he would have known who and what kind of woman this is who is touching him— 
that she is a sinner.” Jesus spoke up and said to him, “Simon, | have something to say to 
you.” “Teacher,” he replied, “speak.” “A certain creditor had two debtors; one owed five 
hundred denarii, and the other fifty. When they could not pay, he cancelled the debts for 
both of them. Now which of them will love him more?” Simon answered, “I suppose the one 
for whom he cancelled the greater debt.” And Jesus said to him, “You have judged rightly.” 
Then turning toward the woman, he said to Simon, “Do you see this woman? | entered your 
house; you gave me no water for my feet, but she has bathed my feet with her tears and 
dried them with her hair. You gave me no kiss, but from the time | came in she has not 
stopped kissing my feet. You did not anoint my head with oil, but she has anointed my feet 


with ointment. Therefore, | tell you, her sins, which were many, have been forgiven; hence 


839 


she has shown great love. But the one to whom little is forgiven, loves little.” Then he said 
to her, “Your sins are forgiven.” But those who were at the table with him began to say 
among themselves, “Who is this who even forgives sins?” And he said to the woman, “Your 


faith has saved you; go in peace.” 


It is not unusual that Jesus might be invited to a Pharisee’s home to eat with him. IF 
Jesus was anything like the discursive and interpretive fellow that he is presented as, 
someone perhaps known as a teacher of sorts who ventured views on the character of 
God and the nature of faith as exhibited in and through daily life and community 
relations, then he would have been of interest to such people — even if they perhaps 
looked down on him as one who had no training or education in such things as they did. 
(There would have been a wealth disparity between them accordingly. Compare 
Diogenes being invited to meals at which people like Plato were present for a Hellenistic 
comparison.) But, then again, this scene could be entirely artificial, a constructed 
“remembrance” that sets out to imagine a historical Jesus in a Fictional scenario For the 
purposes of instruction. We cannot know the reality of that at our remove from the 
situation (the Fact a seemingly known “sinful woman” is allowed on the scene is 
unexplained and surprising, especially in the light of the host’s subsequent comments 
about her, if utterly necessary For story purposes) and so we must see what we can make 


of what is there as it is presented. 


This story, when taken as a whole, is essentially another, longer version of things we 
have seen before. The woman is a “sinner” and consequently disdained as a political 
consequence. But this doesn’t matter a jot to Jesus since he does not judge people this 


way. He focuses on the woman’s actions (which we imagine sincere and from the heart) 
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and the need for Forgiveness and does not imagine that her status makes her an outcast 
and outsider as the Pharisee clearly does. Indeed, in his response to the woman Jesus 
brings her very much inside the tent of his imagined community. The story in Fact works 
to say that status, judged traditionally or customarily or religio-politically, means nothing 
and actions take its place, working their relational and community effects as a 
consequence. In this story Jesus then links actions, forgiveness and love together in the 
economy of his thinking and the external relations of status and hierarchy in the 
religious, political and economic world are utterly ignored - for its values are to be 
replaced in his thinking by his values which are kingdom values. One measure with one 
sort of consequence is swapped for another measure that has another, different 


consequence. 


Lk 9:48c Matt 23:11 


The sentiment of this saying, appended in Luke to Jesus’ reflections on children and 
“becoming like a child” as a result of squabbles about “who was the greatest among 
them”, are Found in both positive and negative versions, something that is also true in 
gospel literature of the so-called “Golden Rule” (Do to others as you would have them do 


to you / Do not do what you hate). Here Luke reads: 


for the least among all of you is the greatest 


whilst Matthew has: 


The greatest among you will be your servant. 
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Either way, we are talking here about the world turned upside down and completely 
reversed (or simply completely different) values in the rhetoric of Jesus as a result. Its 
differing representation in completely different contexts speaks to it as a genuine and 
thoroughgoing remembrance of the overall character and values of Jesus for it works its 
way in even in speeches or sayings or incidents where Jesus probably said no exact 
words of the sort. My point here is that one will remember someone's general character, 
persona and demeanour much more accurately than one remembers word for word 
sayings or speeches on spontaneous occasions. You may not know exactly what someone 
said on a given occasion but, should you know someone well enough, you certainly know 
what they are likely to have said, what their attitude would have been and similar sorts 
of things they said all the time. And since such remembrance of character is not based on 
Forensic accuracy in the case of speech first issued on specific occasions it becomes a 
matter of a general consistency rather than any specific case. Jesus, as we have so far 
seen in multiple examples, was remembered as a person who did not respect wealth or 
hierarchy. He reconfigured relations and systems of relationships. He made the least into 


the greatest. That is the general character that those remembering him remembered. 


Lk 9:62 


Luke has a section of text to end chapter nine which is about the demands of joining the 
Jesus community which, we now know, is a community of the destitute. This section 
includes the saying about having nowhere to rest and the saying about letting the dead 


bury their own dead. But it also adds the following saying which is unique to Luke: 


No one who puts a hand to the plow and looks back is fit for the kingdom of God. 
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Those keen on biblical intertextuality are quick to point out that this is Jesus’ reply to 
one who says they will Follow Jesus but First they want a chance to say goodbye to those 
at home. This mirrors the apparent response of Elisha to Elijah when the latter prophet 
choose the former to succeed him by throwing his mantle over him in a Field as he was 
ploughing with oxen. Elisha too asked for time to say goodbye and Elijah seems to reply 
by saying its up to him. Jesus, however, replies with a saying which suggests that when 
one is called one must respond whole-heartedly and without looking back. Living by 
kingdom of God values is not for those who don’t commit to the life entirely. One cannot 


be half-destitute. Its in or out. 


Lk 10:3-9 cf. Matt 9:37-38, 10:7-13,16(Q) GTh73 


| have already addressed a similar speech to the one here in Mark 6 (see above). This is a 
Q version of such sayings. Luke preserves both Mark's version of such ideas in Luke 9 and 
this Q version in Luke 10 as if there were two different occasions. (And, who knows, 
there may have been fifty such occasions.) These versions are, in strict word for word 
terms, subtly different whilst also being tolerably similarly. The Lukan text goes as 


Follows: 


Go on your way. See, | am sending you out like lambs into the midst of wolves. Carry no 
purse, no bag, no sandals; and greet no one on the road. Whatever house you enter, first 
say, ‘Peace to this house!’ And if anyone is there who shares in peace, your peace will rest on 
that person; but if not, it will return to you. Remain in the same house, eating and drinking 
whatever they provide, for the labourer deserves to be paid. Do not move about from house 


to house. Whenever you enter a town and its people welcome you, eat what is set before 
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you; cure the sick who are there, and say to them, ‘The kingdom of God has come near to 


y 


YOu. 


This is a more complete version than that provided by Mark 6 but it is clearly describing a 
similar phenomenon. Jesus notes what is happening to be potentially dangerous but 
then instructs the people in danger to have no purse (and so no money), no bag (and so 
no ability to carry provisions) and not even any sandals. (This strikes an open-minded 
observer as immediately Cynic-like behaviour For the Cynic was entirely motivated by 
what one could, and so should, do without.) He tells them not to get involved with 
people on their journeys from place to place (possible distractions?) and to offer peace 
to those into whose homes they are taken (where it may either be received or rejected). 
However, they are not to grift hospitality here, there and everywhere but only to stay in 
one place at a time before moving on to another community. They should be thankful 
For what they are freely provided and consume it without grumbling. They are to have 
active concern for the curing of sick people in the places they visit and to offer “the 
kingdom of God” (imagined as both a set of values and a means of living) to the people 
of the communities. In short, the entirety of their activities is modelling a way to live and 
to be in relationship with one another and acts as both a sort of Jewish-Cynic evangelism 
and an invitation. We should not necessarily imagine, however, that such activity 


immediately created thousands of Fellow travellers. What was on offer was not a picnic. 


Lk 10:30-36 


It is in the aftermath to these instructions, a Few intermediate sayings aside, that we 


then get one of the most famous parables of Jesus, one unique to Luke: 
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“A man was going down from Jerusalem to Jericho, and fell into the hands of robbers, who 
stripped him, beat him, and went away, leaving him half dead. Now by chance a priest was 
going down that road; and when he saw him, he passed by on the other side. So likewise a 
Levite, when he came to the place and saw him, passed by on the other side. But a 
Samaritan while travelling came near him; and when he saw him, he was moved with pity. 
He went to him and bandaged his wounds, having poured oil and wine on them. Then he put 
him on his own animal, brought him to an inn, and took care of him. The next day he took 
out two denarii, gave them to the innkeeper, and said, ‘Take care of him; and when I come 
back, | will repay you whatever more you spend.’ Which of these three, do you think, was a 


neighbour to the man who fell into the hands of the robbers?” 


The point of this parable is to answer the question “Who is my neighbour?” which, in 
Jewish biblical and traditional context, means “Towards whom do | have neighbourly 
responsibility?” since, in the Torah, God instructs the people to love their neighbours as 
themselves, a sentiment Jesus himself takes up in gospel remembrance of him as 
perhaps a complete summation of his ethical approach to life and the kingdom of God. 
Jesus answers this question by replying that such neighbourly responsibility is required 
even in the case of a despised enemy — and so, Far From soft selling his “kingdom of God” 
idea and uttering smooth words to lure in as many willing punters as he can, he utters 
what could conceivably be heard as a “hard teaching”: your neighbourly responsibility to 
love such neighbours as yourself essentially extends to everyone — and even without 
counting the cost (as both priest and Levite did). Old enmities (such as that between 
those who thought of themselves as pure Jews and the mixed race Samaritans) mean 
nothing here. Jesus essentially says “Love your enemies as yourself” and that is not an 


isolated message in the gospel remembrances of Jesus for it occurs elsewhere in the 
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gospels too. We might note then that here is another case of Jesus telling a story where 
things suddenly, and wildly, go off-script. The priests and Levites, traditional guardians 
of Judaism, do not offer the model behaviour here. One's rhetorical enemies do — and 
showing your “love” for them is the proof of a real embodiment of the ethical values 
relevant to this society in the teaching of Jesus. Considering that earlier in this chapter 
Luke had relayed a set of instructions for community members wandering about, we 
should imagine this not as a mere intellectual exercise but as an existential teaching 
relevant to actual daily life. It is not about thought experiments but real relationships 


you could be faced with every day. 


Consequently, Jesus, | imagine, was one who took seriously the very Jewish and biblical 
ethic “love your neighbour as yourself”. He politically, ethically and economically 
extrapolated this in every way he could conceive of. It is the concise ideal underpinning 
everything else about him in these senses. To gauge its radicality, just imagine a world in 
which everybody did it and how different and contrasting it would be with the Western 
world of today where homeless people lie starving, politicians on TV tell you that you 
have no right to the basics of life and division of people into any number of artificial 
classifications is used as a tool of oppression and the creation of deserving and 
undeserving classes. Jesus, at least in this parable, says none of this. He says, “Love your 


neighbour as yourself. Your neighbour is even your enemy.” And that is a revolution. 


Lk11:28 GTh79 


This saying is a beatitude and can be read as Follows: 
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Congratulations to the one who hears the word of God and does it! 


In the context of Luke such a sentiment harks back to the book’s recitation of Mark’s 
story (which Luke reproduced) about who Jesus’ real mother and brothers are. In Luke 


this is given as: 


My mother and my brothers are those who hear the word of God and do it. 


So, in Luke, those “hearing the word of God and doing it” are not only eulogised but they 
are also regarded by Jesus as those with whom he is in affinity, an affinity typified as 
familial. This “word of God” in Luke is, of course, exactly things such as “love your 
neighbour as yourself” and “blessed are the destitute” and “the least among you is the 
greatest” as Jesus in that gospel proclaims. Yet it is not merely holding these views that 
is in Fact eulogised. It is DOING THEM HAVING HEARD THEM. Jesus here has no praise 
For those who hold certain beliefs or have certain values as intellectual exercises or as 
the results of idealistic moral researches. He is Firmly saying that only in doing, only in 
the material reality of lived relationships, is there any blessing or congratulations due For 
only in such doing is there any actual effect. We must consider, then, that Jesus was 
entirely serious about having a material effect in the lives and relationships of others 
regardless of whether that was ever likely to actually happen or not. He did want a 
material, present, actualised “kingdom of God” as described in his words and deeds that 


was made manifest in the lives and relationships of the people around him. 
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Lk 12:13-14 GTh72 


Luke’s gospel collects together multiple sayings and stories where Jesus is, in a nutshell, 


anti-wealth. This saying, also found in Thomas, is an example: 


Someone in the crowd said to him, “Teacher, tell my brother to divide the family inheritance 


with me.” But he said to him, “Friend, who set me to be a judge or arbitrator over you?” 


Although this story is brief, it seems quite clear. Jesus has no interest in getting involved 
in disputes about money and has nothing general to say about it to this person with his 
Financial situation either. He is uninterested and unconcerned. The following sayings and 


stories of Luke 12 only make this all the more abundantly clear. 


Lk 12:15 


Consider, for example, the saying Luke then has as Jesus responding to the crowd about 


this generally as if it were an example to be considered: 


And he said to them, “Take care! Be on your guard against all kinds of greed; for one’s life 


does not consist in the abundance of possessions.” 


The ethic here seems clear: life is not about what you possess. Wealth is not relevant to 


Jesus’ values or means of living life. This must mean he imagines life, and _ its 


relationships, another way. 
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Lk 12:16-21 GTh63 


Luke has Jesus follow this up with quite a short and sharp parable which goes as Follows. 


It is also Found in Thomas and | will reproduce that version second: 


“The land of a rich man produced abundantly. And he thought to himself, ‘What should | do, 
for | have no place to store my crops?’ Then he said, ‘I will do this: | will pull down my barns 
and build larger ones, and there | will store all my grain and my goods. And | will say to my 
soul, Soul, you have ample goods laid up for many years; relax, eat, drink, be merry.’ But 
God said to him, ‘You fool! This very night your life is being demanded of you. And the things 
you have prepared, whose will they be?’ So it is with those who store up treasures for 


themselves but are not rich toward God.” 


Jesus said, “There was a rich man who had a great deal of money. He said, ‘I shall invest my 
money so that | may sow, reap, plant and fill my storehouses with produce that | may lack 
for nothing.’ These were the things he was thinking to himself but that very night he died. 


Anyone with two ears had better listen!” 


Luke’s parable here is saying that the selfish rich man who Forget God (and, implicitly, his 
values) will die having gained nothing. Thomas’ parable, however, is simply saying that 
the selfish pursuit of wealth is empty because your unforeseen death is always around 
the corner. We might compare this second interpretation with that of Ecclesiastes in the 
Tanakh where life, for all its riches and pleasures, is ultimately “chasing after wind” or 
like vapour one can never grasp. Selfish material wealth is then like imagining a bounty 


that is never actually yours to have. Acquisition is vapid and pointless and, as Luke has it, 
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is simply fated to be lost and to go to someone else, a failure in a system where having 
what others don’t have is the supreme value. In the meantime, however, your economic 
and financial focus has simply become yourself and is concentrated on being selfishly 
rich. This is not wealth according to Jesus (or to the God he is attempting to interpret 
into the relationships of material life in a kingdom community which is consistently 


imagined as social rather than privatised). 


Here notice, however, that Jesus never says the possessions do not belong to the rich 
man concerned or that they don’t have the right or ability to do what they do. Rather, he 
simply gives a parable questioning the ethics and results of such a conception of 
economic activity in a context of his own imagined kingdom values and so puts a choice 
of lives and relationships in people’s minds. And it is Far from the only time he does this. 
In Fact, right after this parable in Luke we get the Cynic speech from Q “Do not worry 
about what you will eat, do not worry about what you will wear” and the instruction to 
“strive For his kingdom” which is then set in direct opposition to the behaviour of the 
parabolic rich man in this parable. After this parable in Thomas we get the parable of the 
Feast — coming up in Luke elsewhere —- which is interpreted there as being against 
“buyers and merchants”, perhaps circumlocutions for habitual acquisitive economic 
activity. One may then in Fact say as a consequence that Jesus addresses these ideas at 
the level of economic normativity. He opposes his kingdom way to the economically 
acquisitive way and asks people to choose which values and lifestyle they will pursue. 
Will you spend life chasing after selfish riches or will your values be a matter of 
something else, something more social, something less about pitting one person against 
another, something more about relationships of affinity that are not based on the 


exploitation of others? (Love your neighbour as yourself.) 
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Lk 14:8-14 


Onan occasion when Jesus is invited to yet another Pharisee’s house, he notices that the 
other guest choose places “of honour” (or, we may otherwise imagine, of high esteem or 
status or according to some imagined social hierarchy). In response, Luke has Jesus tell a 


parable and issue compatible ethical teaching: 


“When you are invited by someone to a wedding banquet, do not sit down at the place of 
honour, in case someone more distinguished than you has been invited by your host; and the 
host who invited both of you may come and say to you, ‘Give this person your place,’ and 
then in disgrace you would start to take the lowest place. But when you are invited, go and 
sit down at the lowest place, so that when your host comes, he may say to you, ‘Friend, 
move up higher’; then you will be honoured in the presence of all who sit at the table with 
you. For all who exalt themselves will be humbled, and those who humble themselves will 
be exalted.” He said also to the one who had invited him, “When you give a luncheon or a 
dinner, do not invite your friends or your brothers or your relatives or rich neighbours, in 
case they may invite you in return, and you would be repaid. But when you give a banquet, 
invite the poor, the crippled, the lame, and the blind. 14 And you will be blessed, because 


they cannot repay you.” 


The theme here | imagine as “egalitarianism” set in the context of a hierarchical society 
of honour, shame and consequent social status. The effect of Jesus’ teaching is, 
unsurprisingly, to dissolve just such schemes For if one is to simply invite those without 
such status instead of one’s Friends (who will return the Favour) then one is destroying 


this value system by so doing. Here the ethics of the Free gift is once more in play (as in 
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“give to those who cannot give back” and “you must do more than just anybody does” 
that we saw in Luke 6:20-49) and it is displayed in the open commensality which Jesus is 
remarked to engage in himself with disfavour from onlookers in Mark 2. The ethic here 
appears to me to be that in a context of status there will always be someone with more 


status than you but if one eschews this ethic than one opens oneself up to a status of all. 


Lk 14:16-24 GTh64 


This point is made in yet another parable which is yet another of the most famous ones 


Jesus tells. It is the parable of the Feast and Luke’s version runs as follows: 


“Someone gave a great dinner and invited many. At the time for the dinner he sent his slave 
to say to those who had been invited, ‘Come; for everything is ready now.’ But they all alike 
began to make excuses. The first said to him, ‘| have bought a piece of land, and | must go 
out and see it; please accept my regrets.’ Another said, ‘| have bought five yoke of oxen, and 
! am going to try them out; please accept my regrets.’ Another said, ‘| have just been 
married, and therefore | cannot come.’ So the slave returned and reported this to his 
master. Then the owner of the house became angry and said to his slave, ‘Go out at once 
into the streets and lanes of the town and bring in the poor, the crippled, the blind, and the 
lame.’ And the slave said, ‘Sir, what you ordered has been done, and there is still room.’ 
Then the master said to the slave, ‘Go out into the roads and lanes, and compel people to 
come in, so that my house may be filled. For | tell you, none of those who were invited will 


taste my dinner.” 
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In my concentration on this parable | have always Focused on the Fact that the people 
invited, and who turn down their invites, are Focused on economic excuses for why they 
can’t come (this is made more explicit by the rendering of the parable and its 
interpretation in Thomas). Recall that “Family” in ancient times was an economic unit and 
that people worked together for their family survival habitually unlike many do today 
with their individualised careers and employments. Thus, we can read their responses as 
imagining that their economic activities are more important than the invite to the 
metaphorical Feast (which is, of course, the kingdom of God as imagined in terms of its 
values). This Feast, of course, is then clearly more than it seems. It is the invitation to a 
way of life, one subsequently revealed to be about exactly the sorts of people who had 
no status in traditional society and consequently no place there except the bottom rung 
on any societal and hierarchical ladder. These, of course, are exactly the people that 
Jesus is about and that he himself associates with willingly. As a result, the metaphorical 
host of this banquet (God in plain and simple terms) sets about ordering the enthusiastic 
gathering of all such people without distinction to his “Feast”. This God’s kingdom is a 
king of nobodies without social distinctions where the formerly most respected could 
Find themselves sitting next to the formerly most disdained. Love your neighbour as 
yourself? Again, this is not a soft message, one calculated to beguile gullible listeners. It 
is a straight up, face to Face challenge to an entire way of life and a social, political and 


economic system, a challenge, that is, to abandon it and to live in other, different ways. 


Lk 14:33 


How might we best example this? Well how about this punch in the face that Jesus 


subsequently delivers towards the end of Luke 14: 
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None of you can become my disciple if you do not give up all your possessions. 


In case anyone reading this had so far been in any doubt about the meaning of the 
destitution Jesus discusses or its purpose, Jesus makes clear here that the condition of 
destitution is not voluntary: it is a requirement. That is, it is a requirement to which you 
must choose to volunteer. Jesus is serious about destroying traditional political and 
economic relationships and doing away with their ethical values and basis. You begin by 
having nothing and staying that way. “None of you” admits of no exceptions. None. Not 
one. | see this as an extremely Cynic attitude worthy of Diogenes himself. It is the 
ultimate expression of a situation in which you make yourself deliberately inter- 
dependent when imagined in the social context of the kingdom of God Jesus habitually 
uses. So well identified with Jesus must this sort of sentiment have been that Luke, 
writing decades later, can still put it in this absolute Form addressed to people who had 
never, and could never have even, met Jesus. We see now that when Jesus told the pious 
Jew in Mark 10 to give everything away and join his community that it was no isolated 


incident. 


Indeed, | think it important at this point to note that, in telling people to deliberately 
have nothing, he is not telling them, thereby, to die (as might perhaps be imagined) but 
he is telling them, thereby, to live — to live in a way that is not about material wealth, 
selfish acquisition or the private hoarding of things and the relationships they create and 
entail. (The kingdom of God, after all, is imagined elsewhere as “eternal life” and this is 
not simply a quantitative evaluation but a qualitative evaluation as well; it is what others 
might call an imaginary of “the good life”.) Jesus is then saying that until you have 


nothing you will never truly be committed to the different relationships, ethics and way 
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of living he calls the kingdom of God and the lived interpretation of the ideal “love your 
neighbour as yourself” that, in his speech, it refers to. In fact, giving up all your 
possessions he sees as the way to how you create a system of relationships that actually 
embodies and structuralises this value in a social environment. How about that for the 
ultimate anti-wealth Jesus? Wealth, in Jesus’ imagination, is then the kryptonite of the 
kingdom of God, that to be deliberately avoided, given up and ultimately socialised away 


as a requirement of both community and affinity. 


Lk 16:1-9 


The following parable, unique to Luke, has baffled interpreters and defied scholars’ 
imaginations probably since modern academic biblical study was invented. This makes it 
of interest to me. | am not going to suggest here that | will succeed where so many 
others have admitted that its meaning escapes them but | do have some ideas to add to 


the pot. The parable goes as Follows: 


Jesus said to the disciples, “There was a rich man who had a manager, and charges were 
brought to him that this man was squandering his property. So he summoned him and said 
to him, ‘What is this that | hear about you? Give me an accounting of your management, 
because you cannot be my manager any longer.’ Then the manager said to himself, ‘What 
will | do, now that my master is taking the position away from me?! am not strong enough 
to dig, and! am ashamed to beg. | have decided what to do so that, when | am dismissed as 
manager, people may welcome me into their homes.’ So, summoning his master’s debtors 
one by one, he asked the first, ‘How much do you owe my master?’ He answered, ‘A hundred 


jugs of olive oil.’ He said to him, ‘Take your bill, sit down quickly, and make it fifty.’ Then he 
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asked another, ‘And how much do you owe?’ He replied, ‘A hundred containers of wheat.’ He 
said to him, ‘Take your bill and make it eighty.’ And his master commended the dishonest 
manager because he had acted shrewdly; for the children of this age are more shrewd in 
dealing with their own generation than are the children of light. And | tell you, make friends 
for yourselves by means of mammon so that when it is gone, they may welcome you into 


the eternal homes.” 


When | ask myself what this parable is about the answer | get is that it is about the 
manager securing his Future as one now without income. His answer is to use what he 
still has access to to secure himself access to friends with homes when he no longer has 
any status, position or wealth. Consequently, he does deals with those who owe his 
master at terms favourable to them to gain their Favour. The parable then praises such 
“shrewdness”, and even being shrewd in general, and advises that using wealth to gain 


Friends is the best use of it, one that will outlast your having it. 


This is certainly a strange parable but Luke clearly didn’t think it at odds with the others 
he utilises. We know, not least from Luke 16 itself, that Jesus has no love for “mammon” 
(which the NRSV translation of the bible calls “dishonest wealth”) so, of course, he would 
not recommend acquiring it. Elsewhere, in Fact, we have seen him quite plainly tell 
people to deliberately get rid of it. Here he tells people to use it shrewdly, should you 
have it, and to use it in such ways as you gain something even more valuable: Friends. 
Friends, Jesus seems to think, will sustain you when wealth does not or no longer can. 
Wealth, after all, is not guaranteed and it can certainly be lost as easily as it is gained. In 
talking about “eternal homes” Jesus seems to suggest that friendship (and so 


relationship and community) are more permanent and dependable means of survival 
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than selfish material wealth. And so, in that respect, it finds its place in the relational, 
anti-wealth hermeneutic that we have here been pursuing. (in verses subsequent to the 
parable, which culminate in the saying “You cannot serve God and wealth”, Luke explains 
that “mammon” is not “true riches” at all and so it is actually about getting away from 


wealth and proving yourself worthy of that new and different task instead.) 


Lk 16:15c 


Such thought continues when Jesus has a short conversation with some Pharisees — 
whom Luke pointedly refers to as “lovers of money” (a very bad thing to say about 


people in Luke). Jesus tells them that: 


what is prized by human beings is an abomination in the sight of God 


This acts as a reinforcement of the binary “God or wealth” a couple of verses earlier and 
seen elsewhere in Luke. In terms of my hermeneutic here, it reinforces the idea that, For 
Jesus, the ways of God were not the ways of the world and if the ways of the world were 
orchestrated according to financial dealings and hierarchies then the ways of God were 


not to be. 


Lk 16:19-31 


This brings us to another parable unique to Luke which is illustrative of this. | Find it 
remarkable simply because the two characters in it are only really defined as a rich man 


and a poor man. Everything then rests on these descriptions. The parable is as follows: 
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“There was a rich man who was dressed in purple and fine linen and who feasted 
sumptuously every day. And at his gate lay a poor man named Lazarus, covered with sores, 
who longed to satisfy his hunger with what fell from the rich man’s table; even the dogs 
would come and lick his sores. The poor man died and was carried away by the angels to be 
with Abraham. The rich man also died and was buried. In Hades, where he was being 
tormented, he looked up and saw Abraham far away with Lazarus by his side. He called out, 
‘Father Abraham, have mercy on me, and send Lazarus to dip the tip of his finger in water 
and cool my tongue; for! am in agony in these flames.’ But Abraham said, ‘Child, renember 
that during your lifetime you received your good things, and Lazarus in like manner evil 
things; but now he is comforted here, and you are in agony. Besides all this, between you 
and us a great chasm has been fixed, so that those who might want to pass from here to 
you cannot do so, and no one can cross from there to us.’ He said, ‘Then, father, | beg you to 
send him to my father’s house—for | have five brothers—that he may warn them, so that 
they will not also come into this place of torment.’ Abraham replied, ‘They have Moses and 
the prophets; they should listen to them.’ He said, ‘No, father Abraham; but if someone goes 
to them from the dead, they will repent.’ He said to him, ‘If they do not listen to Moses and 
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the prophets, neither will they be convinced even if someone rises from the dead. 


This parable, quite frankly, astounds me —- and for several reasons. The First is that 
SIMPLY BEING RICH is apparently enough to earn you “torment” and “agony” in the 
afterlife. Likewise, SIMPLY BEING POOR gets you eternal “comfort”. In this parable 
poverty is described as “evil things” and so, we might imagine, is something that in God’s 
ideal world (or in “the kingdom of God”) would not exist. Being rich or poor in the 
material world is Further seen here to have both absolute and eternal consequences. 


Notice that nothing is being said here about religious staples like “sin” or “Faith”. 
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Apparently, at least in this parable, these are superfluous concepts. All we know about 
these two people is that one was wealthy and the other lived in poverty. And that was 
enough to condition their eternal existence in the imaginary of this thought world. 
Clearly, as the ending of the parable suggests, Luke thought that Jewish scripture 
(“Moses and the prophets”) was enough to point all this out to people and there is 
obviously a nod and a wink to readers in regard to a now imagined resurrected Jesus 
(who, by this interpretation is imagined to be in line with such teaching). Yet the 
remarkable thing here is exactly that wealth and poverty are presented in such absolute 
and consequential terms ALL BY THEMSELVES. Is that the interpreted remembrance of a 


deliberately destitute Jesus who taught others to be the same? | believe so. 


Lk 17:20-21 GTh3:1-3, 51, 113 


A constant discussion amongst both Christian believers and biblical scholars is the 
contextual reference and time Frame in which this idea of “the kingdom of God” exists. 
Judaism was (and for some even today remains) an eschatological belief system. It could 
imagine a present age of the world around us but also an “age to come” which was to be 
the one more theologically determined in which things would be more according to the 
imagined nature of God himself. This would perhaps be the Edenic utopia rediscovered 
or, in the terms Revelation puts it, the “new heaven and new earth”. Ideas like “the 
rapture” and the divine settling of accounts where the believers and unbelievers are 
separated out to go their separate ways (and to their separate fates) Fit in here and 
there is plenty of such material in both the gospels about Jesus and the New Testament 
(not to mention Jewish literature From which it originally came) all about this. The 


Jewish sectarian documents known as the Dead Sea Scrolls contain such ideas, For 
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example. But, of course, as modern millenarians often get themselves tied up in knots 
about, when is all this meant to be? When is it going to happen? This was clearly a 
question that those who outlived Jesus themselves entertained as Paul in the New 
Testament has to advert to saying things like that “with God a day is as a thousand 
years”. OF course, 2,000 years later there has been no returning Jesus on the clouds of 
heaven. Does that mean he will never come back? Who knows? The only way to prove 


that thesis right is exactly For him to do so. 


However, there are verses in gospel literature which point in another direction — 
notwithstanding that Christians in general decided on imagining a Future age in which 
Jesus would return as king and “The kingdom of God” would be established as a 
universal and incontrovertible fact by force. Such verses occur famously in Luke 17 and 


they are as follows: 


Once Jesus was asked by the Pharisees when the kingdom of God was coming, and he 
answered, “The kingdom of God is not coming with things that can be observed; nor will 


they say, ‘Look, here it is!’ or ‘There it is!’ For, in fact, the kingdom of God is among you.” 


This is a most intriguing piece of text and its one that many Christians and their scholars 
try to reason away simply because it seems to mediate against the very idea of a Future 
age of the returning Jesus. There are parallels to this saying in gospel of Thomas in Fact, 


as | have indicated above, and I'll post those here For you now as well: 
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Jesus said, “If your leaders say to you, ‘Look, the kingdom of God is in the sky’, then the birds 
of the sky will precede you. If they say to you, ‘It is in the sea’, then the fish will precede you. 


Rather, the kingdom of God is inside you and outside you.” 


His disciples said to him, “When will the rest for the dead take place and when will the new 


world come?” He said to them, “What you are looking for has come but you don’t know it.” 


His disciples said to him, “When will the kingdom of God come?” “It will not come by 
watching for it. lt will not be said, ‘Look, here!’ or ‘Look, there!’ Rather, the kingdom of God 


is spread out upon the earth and people don't see it.” 


These, too, are most intriguing sayings and not only because Thomas and Luke do not, in 
general, share the same ideas about what they want in the end. (Luke wants a returning 
physical Jesus and Thomas wants the return of an Edenic state of existence in which 
Jesus is the living voice.) A possible interpretive key here is the last phrase of the 
quotation from Luke - “the kingdom of God is among you” - for the Greek (in which it was 
originally written) behind that translation “among” is actually equally as valid if 
translated as “within”. (Bibles translated with some integrity point this out in their 
critical apparatus.) As the Jewish Annotated New Testament then reports in_ its 
commentary on these verses: “The kingdom, redefined away from traditional Jewish 
views of general resurrection, ingathering of the exiles, universal peace, is present in 
Jesus’ activities.” It would, in Fact, be the harder reading to imagine that this was Jesus’ 
actual viewpoint and that he was not simply just another Jew with uncontroversially 
expected eschatological views. What, in Fact, about the interpretation of him given here 


to date suggests this? Wouldn’t his world turned upside down, a destitutes’ domain, 
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suggest his thinking was rather more present than Future (or, at the outside, present 
into Future)? IF you think that in your own activities right now you can reorganise 
relationships on non-economic grounds according to a new politics and a new ethics — 
and if you call this “the kingdom of God” do you really imagine none of it is actually 


necessary because, one day, God will just act on his own anyway because its inevitable? 


All of these verses, in words put on the lips of Jesus, suggest not. They suggest, instead, 
a kingdom of the here and now that is among/within us, that is “inside us and outside 
us”, that “has already come”. According to these sayings, the answer to the 
eschatological question that animated First Jews and then Christians was that “the time 
is now”. Why? Because, at least according to this Jesus, the kingdom is him and those 
who join with him. It is not something one can see, an activity of another or a place. It 
requires a change of mind (and so values) to see and experience it. The kingdom of God, 
as | interpret this, is in human relationships. These verses, so | would maintain, are then 
crucial to getting inside this particular interpretation of “the kingdom of God” in that 
they direct and orientate exactly what it might mean in the thinking of Jesus if we are to 
argue he was not simply just another conventional Jew in terms of his eschatology. | am, 
in fact, arguing exactly that and maintain that his eschatology, a Jewish Cynic 


eschatology, was EXACTLY about very present and self-actualising political, ethical and 


economic consequences. 


Lk 18:10-14 


It is, in Fact, the character of this eschatological frame of mind that this interpretation of 


Jesus is really all about. The question being answered is how such an outlook might be 
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characterised or what it might look like on the ground. The following verses are yet more 


which give content to this idea: 


“Two men went up to the temple to pray, one a Pharisee and the other a tax collector. The 
Pharisee, standing by himself, was praying thus, ‘God, | thank you that | am not like other 
people: thieves, rogues, adulterers, or even like this tax collector. | fast twice a week; | give 
a tenth of all my income.’ But the tax collector, standing far off, would not even look up to 
heaven, but was beating his breast and saying, ‘God, be merciful to me, a sinner!’ | tell you, 
this man went down to his home justified rather than the other; for all who exalt 


themselves will be humbled, but all who humble themselves will be exalted.” 


Clearly, this story teaches humility, an alternative value to the pride, arrogance and 
haughtiness taught by systems of inequality and hierarchy where being better than, or in 
control of, someone else is cultivated and encouraged. This story then discusses the 
matter of values in the kingdom of God and the quite popular gospel Figure of the tax 
collector (Someone who was almost certainly a crook leveraging his position to enrich 
himself) is utilised as the positive example. (As we know from elsewhere, and will soon 
learn again, Jesus was not averse to sharing an open commensality with such people.) 
The point here, in Fact, is exactly how one imagines oneself in relation to others and 
much of Jesus’ teaching is, on examination, Found to be precisely about such a thing. It 


was, then, not the least important thing to him in his interpreted remembrance. 


Lk 19:1-10 


Consider the following story of Jesus meeting the “chief tax collector” Zacchaeus: 
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Jesus entered Jericho and was passing through it. A man was there named Zacchaeus; he 
was a chief tax collector and was rich. He was trying to see who Jesus was, but on account 
of the crowd he could not, because he was short in stature. So he ran ahead and climbed a 
sycamore tree to see him, because he was going to pass that way. When Jesus came to the 
place, he looked up and said to him, “Zacchaeus, hurry and come down; for | must stay at 
your house today.” So he hurried down and was happy to welcome him. All who saw it 
began to grumble and said, “He has gone to be the guest of one who is a sinner.” Zacchaeus 
stood there and said to the Lord, “Look, half of my possessions, Lord, | will give to the poor; 
and if | have defrauded anyone of anything, | will pay back four times as much.” Then Jesus 
said to him, “Today salvation has come to this house, because he too is a son of Abraham. 


For the Son of Man came to seek out and to save the lost.” 


When we begin reading this story alarm bells should be ringing. Why? Because 
Zacchaeus is a rich man — and we know from Luke 16:19-31 what happens to them: agony 
and torture in the afterlife simply because they were rich. But not apparently to this one 
For Zacchaeus (a name ultimately derived From the Hebrew for “righteous” or “upright”) 
is here given as an example of someone who does what Jesus has been recommending 
all throughout Luke: choosing God over wealth, choosing the kingdom of God over the 
kingdom of mammon. This, of course, must result in actions and so we are 
conscientiously told that Zacchaeus immediately pledged to give half (interestingly not 
“all” as has elsewhere been suggested) of his wealth away to the “poor”. To the who? 
Yes, to the properly destitute of course, those with nothing, the ptochois, in an act of 
social wealth spreading in which Zacchaeus does not count the cost to himself at all. 
What's more, he pledges to give back to those he has defrauded (which must have been 


a lot of people) Four times as much. One cannot imagine what state this leaves 
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Zacchaeus himself in and the text of Luke has no more interest in him but his actions are 
regarded by Jesus here as salvatory and to bring Zacchaeus within his understanding of 
authentic Judaism described here as deliberately making yourself poorer and 
reorientating your relationships with others such that, if Followed through by all, there 


would no longer be any rich or poor. 


John 


Jn 8:2-11 


| don’t have very much to say about John but this is only because | don’t have much to say 
about its entirely exalted and theological picture of Jesus in my political, ethical and 
economic context here. Even here, where | do have something to say, it is about a 
controversial piece of the text that many would argue was never actually an original part 
of this gospel anyway. (As the critical apparatus in most texts of John suggests, there 
are several ancient texts of John which lack this story completely, others where it is 
placed elsewhere in John and even others where it is in Luke — where it Fits better — and 
not John. Many text critical scholars today straightforwardly suggest that, in terms of 
the integrity of John, it is an interpolation.) It is, however, a good story and, whether the 
original author of John wrote or even knew the story or not, it is an interesting one 


worthy of our time in my interpretive context. It reads as Follows: 


Early in the morning Jesus came to the temple. All the people came to him and he sat down 
and began to teach them. The scribes and the Pharisees brought a woman who had been 


caught in adultery; and making her stand before all of them, they said to him, “Teacher, this 
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woman was caught in the very act of committing adultery. Now in the law Moses 
commanded us to stone such women. Now what do you say?” They said this to test him, so 
that they might have some charge to bring against him. Jesus bent down and wrote with his 
finger on the ground. When they kept on questioning him, he straightened up and said to 
them, “Let anyone among you who is without sin be the first to throw a stone at her.” And 
once again he bent down and wrote on the ground. When they heard it, they went away, 
one by one, beginning with the elders; and Jesus was left alone with the woman standing 
before him. Jesus straightened up and said to her, “Woman, where are they? Has no one 
condemned you?” She said, “No one, sir.” And Jesus said, “Neither do | condemn you. Go 


your way, and from now on do not sin again.” 


| have no idea if this story is historically plausible or not and, in Fact, have grave doubts as 
to how often Jesus would ever have taught in the Jerusalem temple. Consequently, my 
interpretation of it (like much here) does not rest on insisting on its historical actuality. 
But remembrance and interpretation do not work like that anyway and so we have some 
leeway. John, in Fact, is its own little micro-drama and | expect that this story, as all of 
John’s content, has probably more to do with the interpretation of Jesus John wants to 
give than historical verisimilitude down to every minute detail. The appropriate question 


is then how the text remembers and interprets Jesus here as in any other gospel. 


The story in general illustrates yet another test that imagined guardians of Jewish Faith 
put Jesus under. The question they are asking in presenting the woman is if Jesus is a 
Faithful Jew or not. The vice they attempt to trap him in is that, under Roman law, 
adultery was not a capital crime. In order to then carry out the prescribed Jewish law 


(with relevant texts in Leviticus and Deuteronomy), Jesus would have to break Roman 
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law. The scene is, of course, patriarchal with its imagery of men of status manhandling an 
“adulterous woman” about and putting her on display as one deserving of death. Jesus’ 
answer, however, is, as in many of these stories, genius: he establishes the principle 
(which, not least of all its consequences, dissolves the claims of patriarchy) that no one 
who is themselves a sinner may condemn someone else for sin. (“Sin”, of course, is often 
thought of as a matter of one’s relation to God but, as the Torah of all things makes 
abundantly clear, it is also a conceptual matter that is fundamentally about human 
relations one to another — and so it is well within the wheelhouse of our imagined and 
remembered Jesus here in my interpretation of him.) Even the Torah experts in the 
crowd seem to accept the logic of this reasoning for they all they Fade away, their 
scheme having Failed. Jesus (who, in John, is quite significantly the pattern and reason of 
the universe itself) then refuses to condemn the woman himself either and advises her 


to watch her relations with others in Future. 


The point of the story is then that not only is Jesus a faithful Jew, he is a Jew so Faithful 
that he takes human relationships seriously beyond petty disputes about obedience to 
laws and their conflict with the laws of other occupying powers. He addresses the 
question of the woman’s accusers to the woman -— and so their right to condemn her 
where they themselves are not condemned, and, by this measure, the others are Found 
wanting when the human community is addressed as a whole. In this, Jesus never denies 
that the woman has committed adultery. What he does do, however, is make the issue a 
much bigger one than individual culpability. It is, instead, about the relations of each 
with all and this is what he imagines as being a Faithful Jew in the kingdom of God (the 


latter a phrase which he never really uses in John at all). 
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Jn 9:39 


The only other thing | want to comment upon in modern texts of John is a passing 


statement of Jesus’ in John 9: 


Jesus said, “| came into this world for judgment so that those who do not see may see, and 


those who do see may become blind.” 


Excerpted like this, it is a saying that seems quite Thomasine (the relations between 
John and Thomas are interesting and, as yet, not fully explored by biblical scholars but 
they are beyond the scope of this book to go into). The image of Jesus given is as one 
who, by his very presence, is a divider. Some will Fall this way, some will Fall that; some, 
perhaps even few, will get it, and some, perhaps many, won’t. Although | doubt Jesus 
ever gave the speech the saying is now a part of in John, | can see this as a reasonable 
interpretation of him, one not out of kilter with the broad swathe of gospel evidence 
presented here, not least as represented by his preferred teaching method of parables 
(which, again, are absent in John). It fits, For example, with an interpretation in which 
Jesus is a counter-cultural and unorthodox Jew who, nevertheless, imagines himself 
actually embodying the true meaning of Judaism. OF course, in that context, some will 
“see” and some won't. Jesus could quite plausibly have been that guy. But in John, of 
course, this story is told in the aftermath of a miraculous healing by Jesus. The gospel 
writer’s challenge is presented as one’s ability to see Jesus as something more than just 
a man with a message. We need not apply it so directly. We may ask, historically, how 


people saw Jesus and how his material reality divided people - and that is enough. 
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Thomas 


GTh 3:4-5 


We are left to deal with our reflections on Thomas and, due to my method here, this will 
often be things found uniquely in Thomas of the gospels here and so prey to Thomas's 
own interpretive interests. This should not worry us — even where they are other than in 
the canonical gospels - for EVERY gospel is interpreting Jesus and NONE are 
interpreting as he would have himself because none of them are From Jesus himself. 
Even as itis, every gospel seems to make of Jesus what even their own texts don’t say he 
did. The issue we are dealing with here is how people remembered and interpreted 
Jesus — for which, of course, they will have had THEIR OWN reasons and THEIR OWN 
interests and THEIR OWN intellectual schemes. Here we are trying to take all that and 
try and see if we cannot imagine (and I’m afraid everybody has to imagine, whatever else 


they tell you) a plausible set of historical connections and entanglements For this. 


The first verses of Thomas | address on their own are these From GTh 3 which come after 
verses there much like those in Luke 17:20-21 about the kingdom being among/within 
you. Thomas has supplementary interpretation to this idea, however (as Luke did but 


which, in that case, | was uninterested in), and it goes as Follows: 


When you know yourselves then you will be known and you will understand that you are 


children of the living Father. But if you do not know yourselves then you live in poverty and 


you are poverty. 
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| Freely admit that the intellectual environment here is already, with these words, 
different to that we have seen before and must be a Feature of the intellectual context 
of Thomas itself, a book headed by the idea that “Whoever discovers the interpretation 
of these sayings will not taste death” (GTh 1). The verses from GTh 3 are themselves 
“know thyself” type verses in which it is knowledge that is being eulogised but the 
metaphorical use of “poverty” is here interesting and not least when contrasted with 
other apparent aspects of this gospel which perhaps betray a context of material 
poverty as we have found elsewhere. In GTh 3 poverty is lack of knowledge (of oneself), 
something connected to the kingdom of the Father being “inside you and outside you”, 


rather than with material lack. One has to get smart here, not get rich. 


GTh5 


We are going to find the theme of knowledge, and acquiring it, a common one in 


Thomas. This saying is another on the theme: 


Jesus said, “Know what is in front of your face and what is hidden from you will be disclosed 


to you. For there is nothing hidden that won't be revealed.” 


This, as in other sayings | have exampled, is about seeing what not everyone seems 
capable of seeing. It is about having a new or different interpretation which comes from 
having other values to those around you. It links Jesus to revelation or, as in the Greek 
word from which this concept comes, apocalypse — which is simply only the revelation of 
new awareness and the conditions which then break in upon one. This is not the physical 


apocalypse of the the New Testament (and its gospels) which interpret this as world- 
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changing events such as “a new heaven and a new earth” (or resurrection) but the 
private apocalypse of revelatory personal change, a work Thomas at least expects 


people to work upon themselves. 


GTh 6 


Thomas 6, as a number of the “chapters” of Thomas, is a collection of very short ideas, 


none of which are particularly outrageous or heterodox in themselves. It reads: 


His disciples asked him and said to him, “Do you want us to fast? How should we pray? 
Should we give to charity? What diet should we observe?” Jesus said, “Don’t lie and don’t do 
what you hate because all things are disclosed before heaven. After all, there is nothing 


hidden that won't be revealed and there is nothing covered up that won't be disclosed.” 


Note that all of the questions asked at the beginning of GTh 6 are questions asked or 
addressed in the New Testament gospels. They are, as we may rightly expect, questions 
asked in an originary context of both Judaism and Jesus’ approach to its observance 
(which suggests, all by itself, that it may have been unusual or novel). All Jesus replies, 
however, once more in the context of revelation of all things, is an ethical approach 
centred on not lying and doing to others as you would have them do to you (Thomas’ 


version is the negative version of this idea). Standard Jewish ethics. 
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GTh 14:1-3 


GTh 14 exists on similar turf and concerns ethical questions about life that are clearly 
related to Judaism but in the context of Jesus and his ideas about its practice and 


observance. The verses | focus on here are: 


Jesus said to them, “If you fast you will bring sin upon yourselves, and if you pray you will be 


condemned, and if you give to charity you will harm your spirits.” 


The question is, is this consistent with GTh 6 or at odds with it? (This question is not 
helped in the answering of it by Thomas simply being a sayings collection where the 
sayings are often without context or “explanation”.) We may note here that fasting, 
praying and giving to charity were all traditional Jewish religious observances. The 
context here, however, as we saw in the earlier gospels | addressed, is how Jesus 
interprets such observances, something all agree he held as of importance in his own 
way (it is, after all, the kingdom of the Jewish God he still imagines to proclaim). It is 


noteworthy, then, that GTh 14 Follows these verses with: 


When you go into any region and walk about in the countryside, when people take you in, 
eat what they serve you and heal the sick among them. After all, what goes into your 


mouth won't defile you; what comes out of your mouth will. 


This appears to me as a contrast to these traditional observances with which GTh 14 
began and so seems at odds with their traditional upkeep as if these things, in 


themselves, worked anything thought necessary (this then explains why they are 
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seemingly disdained). Instead, in thoughts also addressed elsewhere that | have dealt 
with earlier, we Find the idea of homeless wanderers eating with strangers and healing 
the sick and the notion that it is not religious observances (“what goes into your mouth”) 
but perfected understanding (“what comes out of your mouth”) that matters. Thus, 
here, Jesus is reinterpreting how one is an observant member of the kingdom of God 
and not in a way incompatible with GTh 6 For it is in a way he would recommend to all in 


wishing to enlarge his community. 


GTh17 Matt 13:16-17 Lk 10:23-24 


The idea that Jesus offers special knowledge or insight is not an unusual one in the New 


Testament and this saying shares that thought: 


Jesus said, “I will give you what no eye has seen, what no ear has heard, what no hand has 


touched, what has not arisen in the human heart.” 


| offer this as evidence in the inventory | have been building here only because it evinces 
the thought that Jesus offers something so significantly different in substance or 
interpretation that it can be presented in such a way. IF Jesus were teaching “the 
tradition” this would not be here; if he were gaining his prestige or notoriety from being 
in a line of such teachers he would be just another guy teaching customary truths. We do 
indeed see Jesus teaching such things in the gospels — the golden rule being an example 
even present in Thomas — but clearly, overall, Jesus did not hit like that in more general 
terms and is presented as deviating from the customary and traditional to offer 


something so significant as to be imagined in revelatory ways. 
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GTh 18 


GTh 18 offers a different intellectual context to the sayings and deeds of Jesus than the 
New Testament gospels do with their Jewish eschatological understanding of Jesus as a 
Fforebear of a Future judgment not least signified in an apocalyptically imagined 
resurrection. (Jesus is not resurrected in Thomas, it is never mentioned. He is simply a 
living voice.) What Thomas seeks then, as this verse shows, is not some final 
consummation and general accounting of all human lives. Instead of an eschatology 
(interest in the end of things), Thomas has a protology (interest in the beginning or 


source of things). As GTh 18 then reads: 


The disciples said to Jesus, “Tell us, how will our end come?” Jesus said, “Have you found the 
beginning, then, that you are looking for the end? You see, the end will be where the 
beginning is. Congratulations to the one who stands at the beginning: that one will know 


the end and will not taste death.” 


What this shows, first of all, is that Jesus was not simply interpretable, or rememberable, 
in one, singular way. Yes, an orthodox Christian way came to be his interpretation in a 
particularly narrow eschatological way based on material events which Paul, for 
example, details especially in 1 Corinthians 15. But that’s not in evidence here. Here 
what's important is the recovering of an imagined source and putting oneself in such a 
relation as to have recovered it in oneself. When one has this (“inside you and outside 
you” — GTh 3) then one also has one’s end. But what then was that relation in which the 
beginning stood? When you can recover the source in your lived experience then you will 


also have discovered your end. 
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GTh 27 


GTh 18 is quite a mystical text. But there are others in Thomas that are not quite so 
mystical (even if they are, nevertheless, sometimes riddles in themselves) and, bringing 
them into relationship, we can begin to interpret things in the light of other things. Take, 


For example, this text: 


If you do not fast from the world you will not find the Father's domain. If you do not 


observe the sabbath as a sabbath, you will not see the Father. 


The second clause here is hard to interpret and scholars have struggled to discern its 
meaning. The textual unit as a whole, however, appears to be like others in Thomas in 
enunciating a common idea in contradictory ways. Here, for example, | suggest we 
interpret this saying as simultaneously proposing distance and intimacy in traditional 
conceptions of behaviour and their contexts: one is to set oneself apart From the “the 
world” (imagined, | hope quite obviously, as a system of values and relationships rather 
than as a material place — although, of course, there were Jews who practised their own 
piety exactly by separating themselves from the main body of people physically) but one 
is also to take the religious attitude to that same life in the world most seriously. This 
interpretation then regards “observing the sabbath as a sabbath” as a circumlocution for 
a particularly serious approach to religious adherence and all that means (where, in 
Judaism, it means everything about the organisation of one’s life in an overarchingly 
social way which is why it involves politics, ethics and economics entirely) yet set in the 
context of one who has “fasted From the world” in its values and relationships. That idea 


Fits superbly well with all | have so Far been saying about Jesus in other texts, in Fact. 
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GTh 33:1 Matt 10:27 Lk 12:3 


Thomas is often characterised as a book about personal knowledge or enlightenment. In 
Former times, disparaging scholars used to refer to it as “Gnostic”, a word that was 
meant to mean “unchristian” (which | agree it is because there is no risen Jesus Christ, 
the Son of God, in this book, yet | say this without shame in that regard) and to refer to it 
as being about some fabled “mystery religion” which, so the almost uniformly Christian 
scholars who gave it this designation thought, made it false and inferior. These days, 
other scholars have determined that “Gnosticism” probably didn’t even exist as a 
coherent intellectual movement and that what was formerly called “Gnostic”, including 
Thomas, is actually lots of unique and different strands of sometimes syncretic 
intellectual, mystical and religious thought, each with its own integrity and character. 
Thomas itself, in Fact, shows huge evidence of interaction with what, in other places, is 
regarded as canonical gospel material (and ideas) and so it is impossible to simply 


dismiss it as irrelevant (much as the orthodox continually try to). 


An example of such material, not at all controversial in itself, is this saying: 


Jesus said, “What you will hear in your ear, in the other ear proclaim from your rooftops.” 


This is a saying also found in the Q Sayings Gospel meaning it is also Found in Matthew 
and Luke. Thomas combines it with another saying Found in Mark which, at the very least, 
suggests a pot of sayings swirling around to which many had access without those same 
sayings ever being able to bind their own use and interpretation. In this case, the saying 


seems to be clearly evangelistic in tone. In this saying Jesus is remembered as an 
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evangelist For the wisdom he imagines to proclaim and, more than this, he urges those 
hearing this wisdom to share it themselves — and in a loud and unambiguous way. It is 


not here, then, a secret you keep to yourself — quite the opposite in Fact. 


GTh35 Matt12:29 Mk3:27 Lk 11:21-22 


The following saying is also Found in Mark and is also taken over by Matthew and Luke. In 


Thomas it reads: 


Jesus said, “One can’t enter a strong man’s house and take it by force without tying his 


hands. Then one can loot his house.” 


Now, are we to imagine Jesus as a violent thief and robber here? Probably not. The 
saying is, then, metaphorical. But even as metaphor this saying to talking about acting, 
with purpose and material consequence, against the interests of another. Such a 
metaphor, then, HAS TEETH. It also has material consequence AND IS MEANT TO. Who 
would the strong man be here? We cannot know the context in which Jesus ever used 
such a saying (assuming, of course, he ever did use it rather than it being someone else’s 
interpretive imagining of his thoughts and ideas which has since been repeated as his) 
but it seems reasonable to imagine him as doing service for the wealthy and powerful. 
How does one tie his hands? By dissolving the values and relationships by which he 
operates? This saying cum parable, it seems to me, can be interpreted as saying 
something like this. Jesus acknowledges the powerlessness of the destitute when faced 
with the strength and influence of the wealthy but he is determined to oppose their 


interests materially (he has to For it is the only way to make a difference) and realises 
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you have to undermine the basis of their power in their values, inculcated throughout 
society, and the relationships they motivate and entail, in order to do this through the 
power of “the kingdom of God”. Only when the strong are disabled in their ability to 
even operate can the imagined weaker have any hope to prevail. (This interpretation is 
different to the use of this saying in the synoptic gospels. There, Following Mark’s usage 
of the saying, it is placed in a debate about where Jesus gets his authority from to argue 
that Jesus’ own power does not come from Satan but is evidence of the in-breaking 
kingdom of God. Clearly, however, such a generalised saying could have multiple 
applications and, even in this interpretation, one must incapacitate the imagined 
malevolent power before one’s own imagined benevolence can be effective. Thus, 


whether one thinks the enemy is primarily spiritual or material, it works both ways.) 


GTh39 Matt 23:12 Lk 11:52 


GTh 39 reads as Follows and is, once more, a conjunction of sayings Found elsewhere in 


different textual locations: 


Jesus said, “The Pharisees and the scholars have taken the keys of knowledge and have 
hidden them. They have not entered, nor have they allowed those who want to enter to do 


so. As for you, be as sly as snakes and as simple as doves.” 


This saying seems to be against traditionally and even institutionally mediated access to 
“knowledge”, a pre-eminent concern of this gospel in its imagined “salvatory” scheme. 
The scholars of Judaism are imagined as people (of course, they were all men) who hide 


access to the prize of knowledge from people. They make it impossible For people in 
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general to access it. (OF course, the corollary here is that Jesus, in his saying, does not; 
he seemingly wants the opposite of this.) The scholarship of the scholars, however, 
which must also impugn that which they teach and so the values and relationships 
inculcated, does not lead to them entering (i.e. the kingdom in the parlance of Jesus) 
and, perhaps worse, it keeps others out as well, not least because these scholars will not 
allow them to enter. One here gets a picture of a very stuffy and controlled 
intellectual/ethical context with the “scholars” as imagined (and class-based) mediators 
of access. Jesus’ response to this here is to counsel both cunning and a single-minded 
simplicity that is undiluted in its authentic desire of its goal (“the keys of knowledge”). 
But what this actually means as a consequence is that they should stay devoted to their 


task whilst Finding some way to subvert the traditionally imposed way. 


GTh41 Matt13:12 Mk4:25 Lk 8:18 


Versions of this saying are particularly common and are all variations of “Those who have 
will get more and those who have nothing will be deprived of even what they have.” It is 
a very curious parabolical saying. OF course, its enigmatic nature is heightened still 
Further in Thomas where it has no narrative context. Noticeably, Matthew, Mark and 
Luke all utilise the saying in different ways (whilst keeping it in the same narrative place 
Mark does within a set of parables) but the general sense seems to be to encourage an 
active desire (in the synoptics it would be for the word of God, perhaps in the words of 
Jesus; in Thomas it would be for the knowledge perhaps best imparted through the 
living voice of Jesus). Either way, this saying seems to work in order to encourage an 
active seeking of that which is sought. The passive will only lose even what little they 


have. 
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GTh 42 


This saying, Found only in Thomas, is likely the shortest saying of Jesus anywhere. It 


reads: 


Jesus said, “Be passersby”. 


Obviously, itinerancy, wandering, is meant and it could be meant in two (not 
incompatible) senses: the physical wandering of homeless destitutes and the spiritual 
wandering of those who are, elsewhere, taught not to get caught up in the material 


world. 


GTh46 Matt11:11 Lk 7:28 


In the synoptics this Q saying is part of some text elucidating the relationship between 
Jesus and John the Baptiser, the latter being a person those texts see as playing a 
witnessing role in regard to Jesus. The Baptiser clearly did play some First century role 
which explains why he is mentioned at all. Even here in Thomas, where John plays no 
role at all, he is eulogised but, in the same moment, relativised. (All the Christian gospels 
that mention John relativise him. Just read Jesus’ baptismal scene to compare the 


various ways in which that happens.) The saying is as follows: 


Jesus said, “From Adam to John the Baptiser, among those born of woman, no one is so 


much greater than John the Baptiser that his eyes should not be averted. But | have said 
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that whoever among you becomes a child will recognise the Father's domain and will 


become greater than John.” 


Averting one’s eyes is, of course, a mark of respect. Yet Jesus makes a powerless child 
without adult status in God’s domain greater than this. This, | think, can be read Jewishly 
in eschatological terms if we recourse to the idea, From that thought world, of separate 
ages, a present age and an age to come. “Adam to John the Baptiser” would then be “the 
present age” and “a child in the Father’s domain” is “the age to come”. It is metaphorical 
thinking emphasising a difference between an imagined past/present and an imagined 
Future and, in this case, this is highlighted by reference to kinds of people which 


articulate that difference. 


GTh 52-53 


| am taking these two sayings from Thomas together because they embody a similar idea 


and theme. They read as Follows: 


His disciples said to him, “Twenty four prophets have spoken in Israel and they all spoke of 
you.” He said to them, “You have disregarded the living one who is in your presence and 


have spoken of the dead.” 


His disciples said to him, “Is circumcision useful or not?” He said to them, “If it were useful 


their father would produce children already circumcised from their mother. Rather, the true 


circumcision in spirit has become profitable in every respect.” 
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Obviously, these two sayings Focus on potent symbols of Judaism, the scripture (which is 
what “24 prophets” refers to) and circumcision which is a commanded ritual for all 
Jewish males. But here we find sayings, credited to Jesus, criticising them both. The 
written scripture (which would subsequently become the entire basis of Judaism after 
the destruction of the Jerusalem temple in 70 CE, after which Judaism became rabbinic) 
is relativised to “the living voice” whilst circumcision, an issue we know was relevant to 
Paul in his Christian missionary activity as his letters attest to, is pronounced not useful, 
in physical terms, and is relativised to a spiritual circumcision. Clearly those behind 
Thomas, those to whom it was originally thought useful, are orienting themselves away 
from a more traditional Judaism yet, by the very Fact they preserve such sayings, it 
highlights that they must have had some connection to it. Theirs, however, is a more 
present, more spiritual, less dogmatic, less institutionalised, less controlled observance. 
This is not the same old same old and those following this path are not afraid to deviate 


From old ways or actualise novelty. 


GTh54 Matt5:3 Lk 6:20 (Q) 


That saying which, elsewhere, is put into a Q speech (argued to be the First Q speech and 


so the introduction to Jesus’ teaching in that imagined gospel), is here exampled as a 


simple saying of Jesus: 


Jesus said, “Congratulations to the destitute, for to you belongs Heaven's domain.” 


Familiarity breeds contempt where this saying is concerned and its boldness and 


starkness is diminished. But, if we can see it with Fresh eyes, it is simply a revolution, an 
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insurrection against riches. Jesus blessed and congratulated the poorest of us, the have 
nothings, the desperate — and exactly because that is what they were: the economically 
useless and unproductive. And what do they get (absolutely free, gratis and for nothing, 
of course, as a gift)? “Heaven's domain”, that greatest thing that can be imagined. In any 
economic world that relies on trade, exchange or Financial dealings this saying is a punch 
Full in the face to such a mentality. Jesus must seem mad to the economically-minded 
with this saying. It, all at once, makes such a world irrelevant and condemns it — for if 
“Heaven's domain” is for the desperate, penniless have nothings and works in and 
through the relationships of such as these then of what use is any economic, Financially- 
articulated world at all? Do you now see how this is a revolution? Jesus is telling people 
that, when it comes to his conception of God in the context of a social world of human 
relationships, money and financial exchange HAVE GOT NOTHING TO DO WITH IT. This 
saying, as a eulogy of poverty, is then fully worthy of a Cynic for only Cynics praised 
poverty nearly as much as this. (And Cynics, we might also note, despised civilisation, 


with its customs and laws and artificial , economically mediated relationships, itself.) 


GTh 58 


An associated beatitude found in Thomas is then the following one: 


Jesus said, “Congratulations to the person who has toiled and has found life.” 


IF we give this saying a Cynic reference we can think of Cynic icons like Heracles or 


Odysseus, Greek heroes who toiled in order to win their notoriety. Heracles had his 


twelve labours whereas Odysseus had to travel for twenty years before he saw his home 
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again. Cynics took these Greek heroes as examples for their own lives of poverty and 
struggle and saw in the toil itself their task, both in terms of its achievement and its 
meaning. In reproducing such a saying here, not least with the socio-economic reading of 
Jesus and his community of relationships | have been giving, we may be entitled to see a 
similar thing here. IF one has nothing then toil is all one is going to get. So might as well 
make a virtue out of necessity. Toiling in such a way in order to find one’s life is then 


worthy of congratulations and becomes blessed, it becomes the meaning of one’s life. 


GTh 67 


The Following saying hints at ideas found elsewhere in gospel tradition. It reads: 


Jesus said, “Those who know all but are lacking in themselves are utterly lacking.” 


Again, this being Thomas, there’s no narrative Framework to go on. There are sayings in 
the canonical gospels about the pointlessness of “gaining the whole world” but 
“forfeiting your life” which seem not dissimilar to this one here. The point here, as there, 
is about something you are and not just something you've got. So it seems to be about 
the kind of people we are where either knowing everything or having everything does 
nothing. | can’t but see this as something to do with relationship in that this is a crucial 
component of how anybody is. People are constituted by their relationships and Jesus, in 
all we have read and commented upon here, is certainly one, in his social conception of 
the kingdom of God, who sees that. So it is about who we are, it is about how we relate 
to others and how relations to others create and actualise us. It is about not lacking in 


and as ourselves. 
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GTh68 Matt 5:10-12 Lk6:22-23 GTh69:1 


We have covered this saying before (for its in Matthew’s Sermon on the Mount and 
Luke’s Sermon on the Plain) but the Thomas versions in GTh 68 and 69:1 are also worth 


highlighting: 


Jesus said, “Congratulations to you when you are hated and persecuted; and no place will 


be found wherever you have been persecuted.” 


Jesus said, “Congratulations to those who have been persecuted in their hearts: they are 


the ones who have truly come to know the Father.” 


First of all, let’s note what should be an obvious Fact: you don’t bless the persecuted For 
imagined future persecutions: you bless them because you know very well they have 
suffered past and probably present persecution. You are, then, congratulating those 
who have been and are persecuted. It is, as with the destitute, a self-congratulation, an 
encouragement. These people were destitute and these people were persecuted. (And 
why wouldn't they be? Their beliefs turned the world upside down and made a potential 
enemy of anyone who lived according to acquisitive economics, economics their 
behaviour impugned and condemned.) But there are two types of persecution here for 
the First is external whilst the second is more metaphorical and internal. Is persecution 
then necessary, perhaps part of the blessed toil? IF it is thought worthy of blessing and 
congratulations it can at least be imagined positively. Jesus, in these sayings, seems to 
imagine that the task is one in which persecution becomes at least unavoidable if not a 


necessity in itself. Change is conflictual and often painful as a result. 
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GTh 69:2. Matt5:6 Lk 6:21 


The second saying above has a second beatitude as its corollary and second half. It reads: 


Congratulations to those who go hungry, so that the stomach of those in want may be 


filled. 


As with the Cynic eulogisation of poverty, so here we find with Jesus a eulogisation of 
hunger. But what is the link between “hunger” and being “filled” here? | suggest its both 
a necessary and metaphorical one. The being “filled” referred to here, | imagine, is not 
just physical (although, obviously, Jesus did not want people to simply die of hunger as if 
that achieved anything). Rather, it seems to be said here that being in the state of being 
hungry is what leads to one being “filled” in all the ways (not just material) that Jesus 
imagines. This is thus a statement of the necessity of hunger as a means to the desired 
social, ethical and political goals which explains why, in the evidence collected here, 
Jesus and his closest friends seem deliberately destitute. We might then say that, so it 
seems according to Jesus, only the hungry will Find themselves in such a situation that 


they find themselves with the opportunity to be so “filled”. 


GTh 70 


This saying reads: 


Jesus said, “If you bring forth what is within you, what you have will save you. If you do not 


have that within you, what you do not have within you will kill you.” 
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What we have here is a saying very like GTh 41 and GTh 67 and it highlights again an 
apparent mission of self-actualisation that is part of the wisdom imparted in Thomas. 
Here it is not just a matter of a community relationship one with another (“the kingdom 
of God”) but personal enlightenment that is to be both self-actualised and so self- 


encouraged. 


GTh78 Matt11:7-10 Lk 7:24-27 (Q) 


In the synoptics’ references to this saying it is associated with John the Baptiser (see GTh 


46) but in Thomas it finds another application: 


Jesus said, “Why have you come out into the countryside? To see a reed shaken by the wind? 
And to see a person dressed in soft clothes, like your rulers and powerful ones? They are 


dressed in soft clothes and they cannot understand truth.” 


Here this saying is very important in linking up the imagined thinking of Jesus in socio- 
economic ways which entail ethics. Compare to this saying, for example, GTh 54, 68 and 
69. There, destitution and hunger are eulogised. Here “soft clothes”, a circumlocution 
For the wealthy, is excoriated. Notice also that Jesus is rhetorically situated here in “the 
countryside”; he is not a city dweller where the wealthy and powerful resided in their 
mansions. In other words, Jesus, in all these sayings, is contrasting what he is with what 
they are. In his questions here he puts his hearers on the spot: do they want the life of 
soft clothes (which, of course, necessitates everything necessary to create and maintain 
that world) or do they want the “blessed” life of destitution and hunger? Here Jesus 


makes no bones that people in soft clothes are in no position to understand the truth, a 
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position, as we have seen before, which Jesus thinks becomes available exactly to the 


destitute and hungry who have eschewed the life of wealth and wealth seeking. 


GTh 81 


It should be no surprise, then, that we get riddles like the Following: 


Jesus said, “The one who has become wealthy should reign, and the one who has power 


should renounce it.” 


The second half of this saying should inform people that the first part is not talking 
about material wealth. Wealth and power are here synonyms and “reigning” is imagined 
as success but, consequently, not material success. The saying thus means that one who 
has become wealthy in the ways that Jesus imagines are a true (spiritual yet also 
different kind of material) wealth are simultaneously the ones who have renounced any 
material and so economic and political power. This is “blessed are the destitute” all over 


again. 


GTh 82 


This saying works like the last one in comparing and contrasting like things to riddling 


effect: 


Jesus said, “Whoever is near me is near the fire, and whoever is far from me is far from the 


Father's domain.” 
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Here the comparison and contrast is in the uses of “fire” and “Father’s domain”. 
Obviously, in one sense, these are desired things, the point of all this activity. Yet, on the 
other hand, fire (and so, implicitly, the Father’s domain) is dangerous and could destroy 
you. Therefore, the meaning seems to be that although this is a desirable choice it is not 
necessarily a safe one. Jesus is not offering either comfort or passively achieved security 


but the dynamism and danger of fire. 


GTh89 Matt 23:25-26 Lk 11:39-41 


This saying appears elsewhere in Q and there are also associated ideas Found in Mark 7. 


In Thomas it goes: 


Jesus said, “Why do you wash the outside of the cup? Don’t you understand that the one 


who made the inside is also the one who made the outside?” 


As it stands it is a criticism of certain Forms of religious purity teaching which would 
detail procedures and practices which imagined to keep one religiously separate from 
people at large. An associated idea is also found in GTh 14:5 where it relates to 
acceptable and unacceptable foods. The thought process here is different to the 
traditional Jewish one, however, and seems to disdain such rules, tending in a more 
naturalist direction which doesn’t reside in a created artificiality of imaginary states such 
as pure and impure or holy and profane. It consequently stands as a challenge to such 


thinking. 
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GTh95 Matt 5:42 Lk 6:30, 34-35 


This is actually the saying which, upon reading it, started me thinking of Jesus in overtly 


political and, ultimately, anarchist ways. It reads in Thomas as: 


Jesus said, “If you have money, don’t lend it at interest. Rather, give it to someone from 


whom you won't get it back.” 


| suggest we read this saying much as | have read GTh 54 and GTh 68 above: this saying is 
a kick in the nuts for anyone and everyone who imagines that human beings articulate 
their lives according to a financial system of relationships. It is that because it sets out to 
completely ruin and destroy that as both idea and practice. The saying basically says, 
“Don’t engage in a economic system of relationships; simply share everything you have 
Freely as a gift.” It thus posits an entirely new system of relationships which is based 
entirely on sharing and gifts. IF everybody just shares and gifts, so this says, a new way of 
life which erases the old way of life will come into being. As such, it is an insurrection 


against acquisitive economics which, in being taken up, would be revolutionary. 


GTh 97 


Thomas 97 is a parable. It goes like this: 


Jesus said, “The Father's domain is like a woman who was carrying a jar full of meal. While 


she was walking along a distant road the handle of the jar broke and the meal spilled out 
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behind her along the road. She didn’t realise it; she hadn’t noticed a problem. When she 


reached her house, she put the jar down and discovered that it was empty. 


But, as we are used to asking by now of parables, how is the Father’s domain like that? | 
read it, Following the interpretation of some before me, as being about one’s present 
actualisation of the conditions, and so the reality, of the domain imagined. One here is to 
be careful that one guards what is desired so that one does not get “home” and find 
that, actually, you lost it all on the way due to your inattentiveness. In this 
interpretation, the parable then intends to cultivate conscientious attention to one’s 
task, an active self-actualisation of “the Father’s domain” which, in Thomas at least, is 


very a much an active matter of what we do. 


GTh 98 


Thomas 98 is a Further parable, one of three in a row in Thomas about the Father’s 


domain. This one reads as Follows: 


Jesus said, “The Father's imperial rule is like a person who wanted to kill someone powerful. 
While still at home he drew his sword and thrust it into the wall to find out whether his 


hand would go in. Then he killed the powerful one.” 


In a way, this parable is like the last in that both are concerned with proactivity. Here the 


point seems to be that a difficult and dangerous task requires making oneself ready For 


it by practice and preparation. Consequently, it is not thought that success is inevitable 
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or consequent merely on trying. It takes more than that and is purposeful and with 


intent. 


GTh102 Matt 23:13 Lk11:52 


Here is one of a few sayings in Thomas which mention “the Pharisees”: 


Jesus said, “Damn the Pharisees! They are like a dog sleeping in the cattle manger: the dog 


neither eats nor lets the cattle eat.” 


In many ways this is a reassertion of GTh 39. It asserts that the Pharisees, and by 
extension Pharisaical ways, are a hindrance to others. This is then a Further expression of 
a different way of life and a different approach to the ethico-political business of 


manifesting the kingdom of God or the Father’s domain. 


GTh 105 


The following saying, unique to Thomas, is grouped by noted Thomas scholar, Stephen 


Patterson, in a collection of sayings from Thomas labelled “cutting Family ties”: 


Jesus said, “Whoever knows the father and the mother will be called the child of a whore.” 


We may imagine that, then as now, being called “the child of a whore” was not very nice 


and was an insult. But what can the saying mean in such bare form and devoid of other 


context? As stated, Patterson thinks it must have something to do with the antipathy to 
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Families notable in the Jesus tradition and evident also in Thomas (in GTh 55, 99 and 101 
for example). Jesus is in several places quite trenchantly against birth and genetically 
connected families (being the backbone of the traditional economy as we may also note 
that they then were) — including his own as reported in the synoptics and Thomas - and 
consequently seems to imagine their destruction for new “families” based on 
relationships of affinity as necessary. In that interpretive light, this saying then seems to 
say that those retaining such connections as the lived basis of their economic and 


political existence are metaphorically cursed. 


Indeed, the way John Dominic Crossan interprets this saying in his book The Birth of 
Christianity is instructive here. He links it with the earlier GTh 101 which only survives in 
fragmentary Form but which begins repeating the previously seen saying that “who does 
not hate mother and father cannot be my disciple” but goes on to seemingly contrast 
one sort of mother with another, truer sort. Crossan’s intuition there is that the truer 
mother in Thomas must be a metaphorical one which leads one into the truth or 
knowledge (ascetical in Crossan’s reading of this) which that text seems to seek overall. 
He then reads GTh 105 as repeating this idea in more truncated form in that, declining to 
mention the truer mother, it simply condemns the more usual material one in making a 
similar point. Either way, what is clearly envisaged is the abandonment of reliance on 
traditional affinities for the creation of new ones thought better able to survive in the 
world. Crossan, in fact, as part of this explanation, imagines that Jesus in such sayings 
does not appeal to people to deliberately break up their families but to eschew Family 
relationships which, due to the prevailing circumstances (political, economic and ethical 
at least), are already being broken up or on the verge of so being. This is then simply 


survival behaviour rather than hatred of genetic connections in themselves. 
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GTh 106 


The following saying seems distinctive of one particular strand of thinking that seems 


specific to the Thomas group. Consequently, it seems worth taking a look at: 


Jesus said, “When you make the two into one you will become children of Adam, and when 


you say, ‘Mountain, move from here!’ it will move.” 


Making the two into one refers to androgyny and is distinctive of certain sayings in 
Thomas, most of which | have ignored as many consider them extraneous, which refer to 
the protological aspect of Thomas as a book whose “salvation” is not thought of in terms 
of an “end times” that is to come (which is, more properly, eschatology — thought about 
the last days — and is that which occupies orthodox New Testament Christianity) but of a 
recovered imagined beginning or source, a state of life before the imagined fall. In 
Jewish terms, of course, we go back to the beginning of Genesis for that and the person 
of Adam himself in Genesis 1, God’s first created human being, thought by some to have 
been an androgynous being. (Genesis 1 and Genesis 2-3, where “Adam and Eve” exist as a 
primeval pairing, are separate stories artificially joined together by the compilers of 
Genesis. Thus, the conception of Adam in Genesis 1 is not reliant on what Follows From 
Genesis 2:4 onwards.) The reading of Genesis 1:27, the salient verse, does not make it 
impossible to read that God created androgynous beings who contained all the 
possibilities of male and female within each one of them. (Moreover, they were created 
“in the image and likeness” of God — and do we think such a spiritual being is sexed?) 
Thomas seems to be a book that picks up on this reading and runs with it as part of its 


thought world, Finding it a valid interpretation of Jesus as a consequence and a goal in 
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terms of the knowledge his living voice imparts. Thomas then links this achievement of 
recovering the androgynous with an act linked in the synoptics with the power of prayer. 
As a consequence, we must see this reading as once more being a matter of some self- 
actualisation within an eschatological cum protological scheme which is about a “now or 
never” kind of immediately actualised eschatology, something on the road to what 
Thomas regards as the Father’s domain - which is a domain very much to be actualised in 


the present, here and now, by such as are possessed of it. 


GTh 110 


The final saying | will consider in Thomas, and in this inventory, is the Following one: 


Jesus said, “The one who has found the world and has become wealthy, should renounce 


the world.” 


| am not going to interpret this saying because, by now, it should be obvious: new For old! 
So that is the inventory part of this chapter and now | shall move to address a political, 
ethical and economic interpretation of it of use for such as might read this book, one 
borne of scholarly discussion about Jesus as a historical figure. One of the most notable 
of these sorts of books (actually a series of books which ran to Five volumes before their 
author’s recent death) on the historical Jesus in the last half century is A Marginal Jew by 
Catholic scholar, John P. Meier. This series (starting with the original volume published in 
the early 1990s) First caught my attention exactly because of Meier's riddling (or, as he 


himself describes it, parabolic) title. Jesus as marginal? The very idea seems counter- 
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intuitive and bizarre when applied to a personage now, at least nominally, worshipped as 
a god by hundreds of millions and the subject of some of the most printed books ever 


written. 


In his introduction to volume one of this project, however, Meier gives his own 
introductory justification For it, one that is useful to those of us who take Jesus seriously 
as a historical person and who, subsequently, some have come to insist is a person 
interesting to the serious for other reasons as well. In his “marginal note on marginality” 
Meier suggests that the title “A Marginal Jew” is meant to “open up a set of questions” 
For the reader and thinker about Jesus. He also notes that the word “marginal” is itself 
open to several simultaneous interpretations. In spatial terms, for example, it describes 


the periphery. This, suggests Meier, can then be used metaphorically and he adds that: 


“The ordinary, the usual, the clear, the stable, the safe, the well-off all tend to operate in or 
gravitate toward the center or main part of the space available; the strange, the unusual, 
the ambiguous, the unstable, the dangerous, the impoverished all appear on or are pushed 


to the borders or margins of that space.” 


There are, of course, also professional uses of this term, for example, in sociological, 
anthropological and economic fields, and Meier quotes Janice E. Perlman’s study of 
“urban poverty and politics in Rio de Janeiro” to present Five ways of describing marginal 


groups in that urban society. These are: 


1. those located in substandard squatter settlements on the edge of the city 


2. the jobless or under-employed 
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3. migrants From rural to urban locations 
4. displaced racial or ethnic groups who have difficulty integrating 


5. deviants from societal norms, whether pathological, gifted or non-conformist 


There are, thus, lots of quite human reasons to be described as “marginal” and, as we will 
see, several of them apply to Jesus and are Fruitful avenues of research if you go down 
them. Meier, however, wishes to highlight for himself six more specific reasons for 


describing Jesus as “marginal” in his book: 


1. From the viewpoint of Jewish and pagan literature in the century following the 
putative life of Jesus (and Christianity set aside), Jesus was a literally unremarkable 
nobody whose life almost entirely escapes comment. (Where it does receive comment 
its immediate cause is also much more likely to be Christians and their beliefs about 


“Christ” than anything about Jesus, a human Galilean, in his own right, or his life.) 


2. Jesus was condemned to death as a criminal and this, then as now, quite naturally 
pushes the person so condemned to the edges or margins of that society. Death, as 
Meier notes, is then of course the ultimate marginalisation. Jesus, in fact, was tortured, 
humiliated and killed in public. He died as a man with no status at all. Even in Jewish and 
not Roman eyes the manner of his death was a curse as attested by Deuteronomy 21:23. 


Jesus, in the manner of his death, became marginal because he became disgusting. 


3. Meier further argues that Jesus actually marginalised himself —- which means he must 
have done it on purpose. We have seen earlier in this book, in Fact, how Jesus 


deliberately left home and family and all that involved and became deliberately 
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homeless and penniless, a destitute wanderer, something he then eulogised. An 
itinerant is often a despised person and people of no fixed abode are prey to all the 
prejudices of those who live settled lives. He was, thus, opening himself up to shame in a 
society all about honour and shame. Even the working poor who tried to live by the rules 
and according to customs such as “earning your living” may have despised Jesus, who 
taught mutual aid, goodwill and sharing by means of Free gifts, and he would seem to 
have become someone making himself deliberately marginal to such ideas - and any 


community that lived by them. 


4. Meier also argues that some of Jesus’ teachings, of which the gospels give ample 
evidence and some of which | have referenced in the inventory to this discussion above, 
would have seemed eccentric and marginal to his hearers. Telling people to leave their 
Families or give all their money away, for example, are not calculated to place you at the 
heart of a civilised society that runs on the basis of familial relations and economic 
exchange. Here we must also consider his religio-political teachings such as in regard to 
things like purity or ritual washing which, as the gospels show, were at odds with the 
views of those who would have attended scribal schools (or been taught by those who 
had). Jesus, in fact, as a destitute rural Galilean, would have been marginal to such 


discussions — and who was imagined to be able to take part in them — from the start. 


5. As a consequence of both his chosen means of living and his teaching and ideas, Jesus 
would then have been a “marginal” figure From the very beginning. Meier even suggests 
that his “style of teaching and living was... offensive to many Jews.” He Further adds that 
this never gets any better since the trajectory of Jesus goes from being “offensive” to 


being tortured and killed. Pharisees, high priests, the Romans in the person of Pilate and 
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the Herodians (the retinue of Rome’s client ruler of Galilee, Herod Antipas) are all 
remarked to be against Jesus in the gospels. Meier surmises this Jesus must have 
alienated lots of people, and not least the powerful ones, those charged with being 
responsible for keeping the status quo. Jesus, in Fact, had absolutely no powerful friends 
(which is one reason why, in the past, | have suggested that Joseph of Arimathea was 
made up as a character in order that Jesus could even receive a burial after his 
crucifixion. People as marginal as he must have been had no one to plead with Rome for 
a burial in a tomb where the usual procedure was to leave people to rot or, at best, have 


them thrown into a mass grave.) 


6. Utilising one of the earlier remarked social science uses of “marginal”, Meier argues 
that Jesus must have been someone on the “border between two worlds” in the sense 
that rural people who come to the city are. Jesus was, at best, a destitute rural worker 
and a poor, uneducated layman. Such a figure would not fit well with urban socialites or 
the wealthy and powerful. He would probably even scandalise the merely civilised city 
dweller much as a “country bumpkin” does today. If this person also comes along with 


strange practices and novel teachings, so much the worse For him. 


That, then, is Meier's preliminary and introductory justification for his designation of 
Jesus as “marginal”. But, if anything, | think we can go much further than that if we take 
our earlier inventory of texts on board. What sort of descriptions are then here 
appropriate? Words that come to my mind are “deviant”, “heretic” and “outlaw”. They 
Find Fairly obvious explanation as well without us getting pedantic about them. Jesus 


was deviant from his society in general in that he choose a divergent political, ethical 


and economic expression of how to live in that time and place. He was a “heretic” (which 
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comes from Greek which means “to choose”), because he chose, on purpose, to be 
different and to teach that difference to others. He was an “outlaw” because... he ended 
up judicially put to death. | mention all this here at the start of this interpretation of 
Jesus if only to counter the incessant propaganda of canonical gospels which have the 
sun (or the Son) shining out of Jesus’ backside basically from start to Finish. Jesus the 
human being who lived a putative life in Roman Palestine was not that person. He was a 
marginal Jew, a deviant, heretic and outlaw, a radicalised and destitute itinerant. Its 
quite possible that, if you’d ever met him, you wouldn’t have liked him -— because 
everything about your culture and society would have been set up to create people pre- 


conditioned not to like him or anyone like him. 


In Fact, we must turn to such issues now in order to better understand Jesus the human 
being in his own cultural milieu. This, in turn, will take us away from imagining a cultural 
product almost entirely derived from Christian religious and theological Fantasy and 
place him in a world of human relations. It is Jesus the person who is embedded in, and 
concerned with, human relations that | am interested in in this chapter. | have almost 
zero interest in theological speculations about him because his chosen means of human 
existence were destitution and deliberate poverty and not wielding power from on high. 
Any power the Jesus | want to talk about seems to wield is a power in and through the 
human relations of those who have nothing but humility, solidarity and the desire to love 
their neighbours as themselves. Any heaven this Jesus was concerned with was a 
“kingdom of heaven” manifested on earth in and through the relations of human beings 
as a “destitutes’ domain”. “The kingdom of God is among you” is what Luke tells us he 


said - and | take this very seriously to be the teaching of Jesus whatever others make, or 


made, of it. 
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As a consequence, we have to realise, most seriously, that Jesus was not being merely 
“theological” in his kingdom talk: he was being absolutely and basically political — if 
politics be the matter of human (self-)organisation. As the biblical social scientist Bruce 
J. Malina states in his very useful book, The Social Gospel of Jesus: the kingdom of God in 
Mediterranean Perspective: “To what sort of social problem was Jesus’ proclamation of 
the kingdom of God meant to be a solution? The word ‘kingdom’ by any estimation is a 
word describing a society's political institution. It is, in origin, a political term”. He 


continues in his introduction to this book: 


“The outcome of Jesus' career makes it rather certain that his proclamation of the kingdom 
of God was political, not metaphorical, much less ‘spiritual,’... In all gospel accounts about 
Jesus' proclamation of the kingdom, no one asks for an explanation. While Jesus was 
reported to have offered a range of descriptions of what God's rule is like (kingdom 
parables), he never explained what the structure of this kingdom of God might be, who 
would constitute its personnel, its bureaucracy, its chief executive. Why was there not more 


discussion about the structure and functions of the theocracy that Jesus proclaimed?” 


The answer, of course, is because those he was speaking to already knew full well what it 
meant and what it was about: it was politics; it was about how people organised 
themselves, one to another. Yes, in that context, this was something to do with God in 
the context of a theological belief (I have no interest in incorporating this aspect of it 
into my reconstruction but | am absolutely aware and acknowledging of it in Jesus’ 
context and thinking) but it was something to do with God being king (which is political) 
in that time and place that was about how the people organised themselves as a matter 


of political will and determination. This didn’t need to be spelled out because it had been 
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part of Jewish thinking and culture for over 1000 years. Life For such people was, in fact, 
most immediately about politics and kinship (Family) on a usual basis. Things like religion 
and economics were embedded into these public and private scenarios as means of life. 
Malina himself, in fact, says as much on the basis of his scholarship when he writes that: 
“only kinship and politics were of explicit Focal concern to the ancients” (a statement 
that is already exceedingly useful if we start reading back the texts about Jesus in the 


previous section of this book). Malina describes kinship as: 


“about naturing and nurturing people; it is held together by commitment (also called loyalty 
or solidarity) and forms a structure of human belonging. Economics is about provisioning a 


group of people;” 


He subsequently talks about politics as the matter of “collective action” that is “held 
together by power and forms of vertical organizational structure”. Religion, he imagines, 
comes into this as that which provides “meaning”. So where economics is the matter of 
providing for people en masse as a means of existence and religion gives them meaning 
in their lives, it is kinship and politics, the personal and public relationships of people, 
that are the stuff of their everyday lives. As Malina puts this of the ancients being 
discussed here: “kinship and political norms determined how economic and religious 
perceptions and behaviors were conceived and articulated.” We can, in fact, go deeper 
on this and we should for historical context. Let’s begin, following Malina’s work, with 


kinship. 


First note that we are talking here about “ruralised societies” in which there were “two 


Focal social institutions” — the house and the city. One was the locus of kinship and the 
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other was the locus of politics. Malina describes kinship as “the symboling of biological 
processes of human reproduction and growth in terms of abiding relations, roles, 
statuses, and so on.” A kinship group is then an “economic and religious unit” as well in 
such a context. This is only to say that economics and religion, in their relative 
importance to, and necessity for, life were mediated through such contexts. Kinship 
groups, and those related to each other within them, had economic and religious roles. 
Think, for example, of the matter of inheritance or Fertility which would both easily 
affect the fortunes of a kinship group. Meaning in such societies is sought through 
belonging but the relationships of one to another are also ordered, perhaps according to 
some hierarchy (parents over children, for example). Who was who and who was what to 
who were important issues regarding how kinship could even Function. As Malina then 
adds, pertinently, “The ingroup/outgroup pattern marking kinship boundaries served as 
markers between families as well as between the kin-group's political unit and the rest 


of the world.” 


This brings us to politics which Malina describes as “the symboling of social relations in 
terms of vertical roles, statuses, and interactions. Politics was about effective collective 
action, the application of Force to attain collective goals.” This seems not an ideological 
description of politics but Malina’s own personal description of its historical reality in 
this time and place. But politics was also significantly hierarchical. As Malina adds, “The 
roles, statuses, entitlements, and obligations of the political system were available only 
to properly pedigreed persons From the best families; they were tied to the kinship 
system.” This is about being in, or related to, the right kinship group. Politics had its own 
economic, religious, and in/out group concerns as well. Here force was more apparent as 


a means to deal with such issues, however. Reading Malina it seems we need to grasp the 
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notion that it was political concerns (and so always relationships) which drove economic 
and religious thinking. Religious functionaries, as well as economic priorities, were 
always politically implicated. Power and might in both spheres was eulogised. 
Hierarchical arrangements of relationships made it inevitable that the interests of those 


at the top were those most immediately being served. 


Malina describes this situation of kinship and politics in a nutshell in the Following way: 


“The great landowners shaped the agenda of daily life for society at large. These great 
landowners, the best people (or aristocrats), generally had two residences. One was a house 
in the countryside, on the land that provided these elite persons with power and wealth. 
The other was a house built as part of a cluster of such houses of other landowning elites in 
a central (or nodal) place, the city. Just as smallholders lived in houses clustered together 
(usually for support and protection) in towns and villages, so did the largeholders, but their 
housing clusters formed the center of what the ancients called a polis (Gr.), urbs or civitas 


(Lat.), or ‘ir (Heb.). 


The ancient city, in fact, was a bounded, centralized set of selective kinship relationships 
concerned with effective collective action and expressed spatially in terms of architecture 
and the arrangement of places. The centralized set of social relationships among elites took 
on spatial dimension by means of territoriality; that is, these elites claimed dominance of 
their central place and its surround. This is simply one dimension of the effective collective 
action that defines a political institution. Large numbers of people were required to support 


the elites and their concerns both in the country and in the city. Resident city support 
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consisted of retainers that constituted the nonelite (any non-elite grouping) central place 


population. 


In other words, the first century Mediterranean civitas or polis was really a large, ruralized 
central place in which properly pedigreed farmers/ranchers displayed and employed their 
unbelievable wealth in competitions for honor among each other. Largeholders thus found 
it in their interest to live periodically near other largeholders in central places that likewise 
provided them with organized force (an army) to protect their interests from the masses. 
The elite united to promote and defend their collective honor in face of the outgroup in 
annual rites of war which, if carried off successfully, brought them more land and/or the 
produce of that land. They equally participated in the continual, if seasonal, activity of 
extortion called taxation. Their honor rating, rooted in kinship, brought them the power 


that brought them further wealth. 


Yet for elites, the city house was a secondary dwelling. It was not a private place like the 
dwellings of the city nonelite. The elite city house was multifunctional, a place of constant 
socializing, economic, and sometimes political intercourse, and not simply a place of 
habitation. For these elites, living together essentially served the purpose of daily 


challenge-riposte interaction in the pursuit of honor. 


The primary elite residence was the elite country estate, a place of residence and 
subsistence (family plus land and buildings for production, distribution, transmission, 
reproduction, group identification). Nonelite farmers and tenants imagined their limited 
holdings in terms of the ideal, the elite country estate. Elite country houses were spacious, 


centrally heated, with a swimming bath, library, works of art, and other luxuries. They were 
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situated on vast agricultural estates worked by slaves in the West, and largely by tenants in 
the East. ‘At one time in the first century A.D. fully half of what is today Tunisia belonged to 
a mere six owners. In France archaeologists have uncovered an estate that embraces 


twenty-five hundred acres; the farm buildings alone covered forty-five.’ 


The eastern Mediterranean formed the outer reaches of roads that led to Rome. As is well 
known, Rome was a city that expanded its political web to include most other cities in the 
Mediterranean basin. Empire (imperium) and City (urbs) blended into a single entity, with 
the City at its social geographical center of the inhabited, civilized, world. A number of 
traditional features typical of ruralized society punctuated life in the city: physical violence, 
a sense of no control and little responsibility, endless challenges to honor with public 
humiliation. ‘Roman society demanded an uncomfortable mixture of pervasive deference to 
superiors and openly aggressive brutishness to inferiors, not just slaves. It was a world of 
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deference and condescension, of curt commands and pervasive threats. 


To this we need to add the historical reality that “cities in antiquity essentially produced 
power sanctioned by force”. This could be done in the name of an emperor -— a living 
material figure - or a god (who could be imagined personified in some reified figure, 
institution or elite set of relationships and its interests). Cruelty would often be a 
concomitant feature of such a situation and, where it was, it was the point. It was the 
point of power, in and through cruelty, to demonstrate that it possessed unanswerable 
ability to make its wishes true and that it could not be defied without massive 
debilitating consequences. It was there both to make resistance ineffectual and to 
render its victims (or any potential victims) passive. Romans, of course, put their enemies 


into amphitheatres where they were either Forced to Fight much stronger opponents 


906 


who would kill them or they were simply torn apart by wild animals (such enemies 
historically included Christians who were then imagined atheists as no one but Christians 
recognised Jesus as a god). They also simply crucified a hell of a lot of people and most 
usually left them to hang there as warnings to others, rotting and Falling apart, and to 
become food for stray animals such as dogs who would find sustenance in any body 
parts that fell away from the corpses (and, eventually, the bones of the skeletons 
themselves). Romans, so Malina tells us, despised passivity and glorified omnipotence. 
And when power, especially your power, is glorified, you are not so squeamish about the 
cruelty it takes to both have it and keep it. For ancient powers of all kinds, violence was 
often the main way to get things done. Malina says that, “In the imperial system the 
essential application of power was to benefit elites and their retainers by the Further 
acquisition of land and its products - vegetable, animal, and human. The essential 
manifestation of this power was in the periodic extortion exacted for Roman protection 


in a taxation system For the benefit of elites.” 


How might we imagine such a situation on an imperial scale both normally and 


habitually? Malina reproduces these “organisational characteristics” as a guide: 


1. An ongoing interaction by a group of individuals over time (elite interaction in various 
social settings, such as the Senate, the courts, and business; and intermarriage assured such 


ongoing interaction). 


2. An interaction with fixed patterns of behavior, with distinctive roles, statuses, and 
specializations (society was hierarchical, with standing coming from birth, as codified in the 


third century). 
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3. Patterns of corruption of public officials, their agents, and individuals in privileged 


positions of trust (for example, bribery, nepotism, favoritism). 


4. The use or threat of violence (the Roman army and amphitheater witness to this). 


5. A lifetime careerist orientation among the participants (the cursus honorum of elites 


indicates as much). 


6. A view of (political) activity as instrumental rather than an end in itself (political activity 


was to gain something: honor, power, wealth, control, etc.). 


7. Goal direction toward the long-term accumulation of capital (land), influence, power, and 


untaxed wealth (requirements of certain sums of money to maintain standing points to 


this). 


8. Patterns of complex (political) activity involving long-term planning and multiple levels of 


execution and organization (imperial and senatorial governing procedures). 


9. Patterns of operation that are interjurisdictional, often international in scope (the spread 


of the Roman imperium throughout the oikoumene witnesses this). 


10. Use of fronts, buffers, and illegitimate associates (for example, in long-distance trading, 


moneylending, and so on). 
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11. Active attempts at the insulation of key members (of elite families) from risks of 


identification, involvement, arrest, and prosecution. 


12. Maximization of profits through attempts at forming cartels or securing monopolies of 


markets, enterprises, and (political) matrices. 


Malina then comments that there are those who view such political arrangements as the 
essential arrangements of organised crime (replace “political” with “criminal” in those 12 
points above and replace “land” with “capital” to see the point here). The Roman 
imperial system under which Jesus lived, then, was a “system of power and extortion” 
that was precisely constituted in and by “the political system, its agents and 
institutions”. Malina in Fact directly compares it to criminal fraternities such as the 
Neapolitan Camorra or the Sicilian Mafia. Rome, put succinctly, was a system of all- 
encompassing control based on physical violence. In that it is actually little different to 
modern authoritarian and acquisitive capitalism. Romans, in Fact, I’m sure would have 
loved the technology available to its modern descendants in power which enable a much 
more efficient and all-encompassing ability to centrally control every aspect of the lives 
of human beings for what are essentially criminal gains perpetrated through the 


operation of enforced human relations, duplicitously used and described. 


In such a context, economically construed, one historically survived by having a patron — 


of which one would be a client. Bruce Malina introduces the concept like this: 


“The people of Palestine at the time of Jesus formed a traditional peasant society. Such 


societies invariably have extremely wealthy landowners who provide the landless with land 
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(and other items, such as tools and seed) to work in return for a specified share of the 
harvest (and other items, such as labor). This relationship and its obligations, called 
tenancy, is established by contract, written or unwritten, in conformity with custom, and 
more unusually, with law. In practice, such institutional arrangements often fall short of 
what they are intended to realize. Tenants may face emergencies ranging from family 
illness to drought. They may have to make provisions for the following year, yet lack 
certainty of tenure. The landowner can see to such needs of his or her tenant, but he or she 
is not obliged to do so under the tenancy agreement. Any help afforded beyond the bare 
bones of the contract is favor (benefaction, grace). The tenant, in turn, is under no 
obligation to show respect, affection or friendly feelings to the owner of the land he works. 
Yet in peasant societies, landowners look for respect since what counts to them as well as 
to their tenants is honor; landowners need the ‘status support’ that only their tenants can 
give them. ‘The establishment of special relationship between a landowner and some of his 
tenants, and an assurance of conspicuous deference and loyalty to the landlord, constitutes 


the patron—client addendum to the institutionalized landlord-tenant relationship’. 


The patron-client relationship is a special type of personal, vertical, dyadic relationship. 
According to Eisenstadt and Roniger, the features that all patron-client societies have in 


common are the following: 


1. Patron-client relations are particularistic and diffuse (usually). 

2. Patron-client interaction involves the exchange of a whole range of generalized symbolic 
media: power, influence, inducement, commitment. 

3. The exchange entails a package deal, so that generalized symbolic media cannot be given 


separately (for example, concretely useful goods must go along with loyalty, solidarity). 
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4. Solidarity here entails a strong element of unconditionality and long-range social credit. 
5. Hence patron-client relations involve a strong element of interpersonal obligation, 
ranging from high to low salience, even if relations are often ambivalent. 

6. These relations are not fully legal or contractual, but very strongly binding, i.e. they are 
informal and often opposed to official laws of the country. 

7. In principle, patron-client relations entered into voluntarily can be abandoned voluntarily, 
although always proclaimed to be life-long, long-range, forever, etc. 

8. Patron-client relations are vertical and dyadic (between individuals or networks of 
individuals), thus undermining the horizontal group organization and solidarity of clients 
and other patrons. 

9. Patron-client relations are based on strong inequality and difference between patrons 
and clients. Patrons monopolize certain positions of crucial importance to clients, especially 


access to means of production, major markets, and centers of society. 


Special patron-client relationships invariably emerge in social systems in which the 
institutionalized order is considered inadequate to realize a meaningful, social, human 
existence. This inadequacy is rooted in a perceived lack of trust and confidence in other 
persons as well as in the institutional arrangements themselves. Where politics is focused 
solely on the well-being of office holders, including priests, where public religion is focused 
exclusively on the well-being of office holders, especially priests, where public economics is 
focused only on the well-being of the seller and office holders as well, there the governed, 
believers and buyers see little if any concern for their welfare in institutional arrangements. 
The values touted by society and the realization of those values stand miles apart. Mutual 
trust is perceived as inflated and unreliable. One cannot know who is a neighbor, a friend, 


an ally. Social relations are agonistic, central authoritative personages are weak, and 
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traditional values are upheld while being constantly subverted by agonistic boundary 


building. 


Such a scenario inevitably entails adult males, usually, busily at work setting up direct 
relationships of personal attachment involving some form of interaction with a single other 
individual. This is a dyadic relationship. Part of a meaningful, social human existence 
requires males to enter such relationships in a spirit of nothing ventured, nothing gained, 
with as many other willing partners as necessary to maintain a family with due honor. Such 
relationships are formed with peers, and hence are horizontal, or with a social superior, and 


hence are vertical. The patron-client relationship is of this latter sort. 


The larger social goal pursued by means of such dyadic relationships is favor, ‘something 
received on terms more advantageous than those that can be obtained by anyone on an ad 
hoc basis in the market place or which cannot be obtained in the market place at all’. 
Favoritism is the main quality of such relationships. The New Testament is heavily sprinkled 
with the vocabulary of favoritism, such as benefaction, reward, gift, grace and the like. 
Horizontal dyadic relations between individuals of equal status, power or resources involve 
the exchange of favors and help in time of need. Invariably these are of similar quality. On 
the other hand, vertical dyadic relations, i.e. patron-client relations, between individuals of 
highly unequal status, power or resources involve the exchange of favors and help of a 
qualitatively different sort: material for immaterial, goods for honor and praise, force for 


status support and the like. 


Such patron-client relations are commonly employed to remedy the inadequacies of all 


institutions, to cushion the vagaries of life for social inferiors. In our own day, for example, 
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Third World pre-industrial markets fail to protect ordinary customers against the risk of 
paying a higher than necessary price for goods of lower than normal quality since there are 
no fixed prices and no standardized quality (much like our technology repair: auto, 
computer, washer, TV, etc.). To remedy this there are regular buyer-seller relations in which 
being a regular customer is exchanged for assured lowest possible price without haggling 
for the highest-quality goods available. This is favoritism in the marketplace. Similarly, one 
can find a favorite priest or saint offering assured understanding and help without effort 
for the highest-quality meaning possible; a favorite policeman offering an assured outcome 
without bribery for the highest-quality power possible; a favorite friend offering assured 


nurturing and support without begging for the highest quality commitment possible. 


In the world of the New Testament, patron-client relations might be added to the legally 
sanctioned subordination of a slave to his or her owner just as in the legally sanctioned 
subordination of tenant to landowner. Thus the slave might be protected against the risks 
of being sold, killed or beaten, while the slave owner obtains the trust and commitment of 
the slave in question. Other examples of such personal subordination besides slavery 
include domestic service, “religious” service or worship, indentured labor, military 
occupation, apprenticeships of various sorts, including discipleship in philosophical schools, 
various tenancies (agricultural, bureaucratic, non-elite military rank). These institutions 
consist of essentially vertical dyadic relations. What the inferior lacks is assurance of aid in 
various emergencies and guarantee of permanent access to resources. This lack of 
assurance bespeaks a lack of and need for commitment on the part of one who might help 
(= special favor). No superior is obliged to provide such assurance and guarantee. On the 
other hand, the subordinate has no obligation to treat the superior with respect or 


affection or to accept any offer of abiding commitment. 
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What patron-client relations essentially entail is endowing and outfitting economic, 
political or religious institutional arrangements with an overarching quality of kinship. Such 
relations ‘kin-ify’ and suffuse the persons involved with the aura of kinship, albeit fictive or 
pseudo-kinship. And since the hallmark of kinship as social institution is the quality of 
commitment, solidarity or loyalty realized in terms of generalized reciprocity, patron-client 
relations take on these kinship dimensions. Thus economic, political and religious 
interactions now take place between individuals bound together by mutual commitment, 
solidarity and loyalty in terms of generalized reciprocity, rather than the balanced 
reciprocity of unconnected equals or the negative reciprocity typical of superiors to their 


subordinates. 


Just as law is the double institutionalization of custom, so patron-client is an addendum to 
custom. It adds the qualitative symbol of commitment to politics, economics and religion 
and thus moves political, economic and religious relations into the realm of kinship. In 
ancient societies (as in most traditional societies) institutionalized relationships between 
persons of unequal power status and resources were highly exploitive in nature. They are 
based on power, applied vertically as force in harsh and impersonal fashion. Superiors 
sought to maximize their gains without a thought to the gains of those with whom they 
interacted. Thus, ‘the fact that even though a patron-client relationship connects persons of 
unequal status and power, it requires that they treat each other, and especially that the 


patron treat the client, equitably and with a special concern for each other's welfare’.” 


Let us take Malina’s generalised description of patron-client relations onboard here but 
let us now put it beside the description of John Dominic Crossan’s in his book Jesus: A 


Revolutionary Biography. Crossan, arguably the most influential historical Jesus scholar 
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of the last Fifty years, wants to discuss patronage and clientage in the context of Jesus’ 
noted itinerancy, something | mentioned several times over in the previous section's 
inventory (which noted Jesus sending people out as itinerants and also the simple 
eulogy of itinerancy in texts such as GTh 42 which simply states “Be passersby”). Crossan, 
writing of “patronage and clientage” as “a pivotal set of values in Mediterranean 


culture”, states: 


“there were only two classes in ancient society, a very small upper class and a very large 
lower class. With no middle class in between, what kept such a society from breaking 
absolutely apart? What kept it together were multiple ligatures of patronage and clientage. 
Those without power could be clients to the patrons above them, and those patrons might 
even be themselves clients to others far more powerful still. Brokers were clients to those 
above them and patrons to those below. In a patronal society such as the ancient Roman 
one, and unlike modern American society, influence was a moral duty: the emperors needed 
it, the moralists praised it, and countless inscriptions publicly proclaimed it. Patronage and 
clientage, at their best, gave some hope or chance to individuals among the lower classes, 
but at their worst they confirmed dependency, maintained hierarchy, sustained oppression, 


and stabilized domination. This is Thomas F. Carney’s description of patronal society: 


‘This was a society based on patronage, not class stratification; so little pyramids of power 


abounded... 


Thus society resembled a mass of little pyramids of influence, each headed by a major 
family—or one giant pyramid headed by an autocrat—not the three-decker sandwich of 


upper, middle, and lower classes familiar to us from industrial society.... 
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The client of a power wielder thus becomes a powerful man and himself in turn attracts 
clients [that is, he becomes a broker]. Even those marginal hangers-on to power attract 
others, more disadvantageously placed, as their clients. So arise the distinctive pyramids of 
power—patron, then first order clients, then second and third order clients and so on— 
associated with a patronage society. It is quite different from the three-layer sandwich of a 


class society.’ 


It is easiest to give examples of patronal society as it works horizontally between equals 
taking turns in playing patron or client to one another. The Romans called that amicitia or 
“friendship’—but in our sense of cronyism, good old boys, or the old-school-tie network. 
Examples of such patronal friendship can be seen in the surviving letters of any important 
or aristocratic Roman. It is of course much, much harder to see the vertical processes of 
patronage, especially from the viewpoint of lower-class clients. Even if we had such letters 
—written, say, for illiterates by the alley scribes of Egypt—they would have to be carefully 
deferential and politely respectful. There is, however, one place to catch a glimpse of what 
it must have been like to be such a dependent, and that is in Juvenal’s Fifth Satire... But it 
must be read with care, not only because it is savage satire but also because Juvenal, who 
lived around 60 to 127 CE., was banished from Rome by the emperor Domitian and 
returned later, impoverished, dependent, fearful, and, above all, bitingly scornful of a rich 


world in which he, unlike Epictetus..., longed mostly to participate more fully. 


He describes a dinner in which the rich host, Virro, invites some poor clients to a meal and 
then deliberately insults them by giving good bread, food, wine, and service to himself and 
his friends but bad equivalents to them... Juvenal addresses Trebius, one of those hangers- 


on who sit far from the host and hope to get his scraps instead of their own bad food. 
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You appear 

To yourself as a free man, a tycoon’s 
guest; he thinks you— 

Not bad guesswork—a slave to his 
kitchen’s odor. For who 

Could be so destitute as to suffer 
this patron twice 

If as a boy he had worn the free man’s 
golden device, 

Or even the leather boss, the badge 
poor folk would wear? 

The hope to dine well deceives you: 
“Look, that half-eaten hare 

He'll give us now, or from the haunch 
of boar some bits; 

We'll get what's left of the capon 
soon.” So all of you sit 

In silence, ready, with bread held 
tight, untasted, and wait. 

It's a wise man who treats you thus. 
If you can tolerate 

All this, you deserve it. Some day 
you'll offer, with shaven pate, 

Your head to be slapped [like a clown] and won't 


be afraid of being skinned By keen whips [like a slave], worthy at last of such 
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feasts and such a friend. 


Unless you had started life as slaves, asks Juvenal, how could you take such abuse? Maybe, 
he concludes, you will end up as slaves. Despite his seething resentment we catch a glimpse 
of what lower-class clientage must have felt like in actual practice. But that is in a big city. 
It is hard even to imagine how the lower classes fared in rural situations within a patronal 
society. In the crowded city, even the poorest clients were useful to greet the patron as he 
appeared from his house in the morning or to accompany him on political or social visits 
during the day. Their presence and number proclaimed his importance. But, as Juvenal 
noted, clientage could be very, very close to slavery, and at times it could be much worse. 
Although slave societies and patronal societies have both been justified as moral 


associations, it is probably better not to mourn their passing from the human scene. 


What is at stake here is the meaning of the itinerancy of Jesus. Why is he always going 
somewhere rather than being settled in one place and letting crowds come to him? Many 
people were permanently on the move in that first century for reasons of teaching, 
business, administration, or military activity. In those cases itinerancy was simply an 
accidental necessity of one’s mission. But was the itinerancy of Jesus more than that? Was 
his itinerancy or even vagrancy a programmatic part of his radical message? If it was, | term 
it radical itinerancy rather than simple functional itinerancy—the type associated, for 


example, with Paul or anyone else on the move for purely practical reasons of mission... 


Two examples, each associated with one of those twin Mediterranean groups, the familial 
and the political, kin and associates, confirm that we are indeed dealing with programmatic 


rather than functional itinerancy in the case of Jesus. 


918 


We are told in Mark 6:4 that Jesus’ own family did not believe in him, and yet according to 
Galatians 1:18-19, when Paul arrived in Jerusalem, say around 38 C.E., he found James the 
brother of Jesus already there along with Peter. What happened in between? How did 
James get from disbelief to belief, and from Nazareth to Jerusalem? My proposal is that the 
family believed quite fully in Jesus’ power and importance, message and mission, but not at 
all in the way he was carrying it out. What Jesus should have done, as any Mediterranean 
family knew, was settle down at his home in Nazareth and establish there a healing cult. He 
would be its patron, the family would be its brokers, and as his reputation went out along 
the peasant grapevine, the sick would come as clients to be healed. That would have made 
sense to everyone, would have been good for everyone—for Jesus, for his family, and for 
little Nazareth itself. But instead Jesus kept to the road, brought healing to those who 
needed it, and had, as it were, to start off anew every day. That was no way to run a 
healing ministry and no way to treat your family, especially within the world of 
Mediterranean values. Of course his family believed in him, but rather in the way he should 
behave than in the way he was behaving. It is not surprising, therefore, once Jesus was 
gone, to find James firmly settled and precisely located in Jerusalem. And in charge, at least 


for those who accepted his authority. 


My second example is even more explicit and confirms for me the preceding explanation of 
the change within Jesus’ family from disbelief to belief. This is found in Mark 1:16-38, but it 
must be used with great care, for it is the only independent source for Jesus’ inaugural day 
in Capernaum. | doubt very much if this chronicles an actual day in the life of the historical 
Jesus. But it shows... that in Jesus’ society people thought this way and that | am not 


simply retrojecting twentieth-century prejudices back upon them. 
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Jesus calls Peter and others to become his disciples in 1:16-20. Next he impresses those in 
the synagogue with his authority both to teach and to exorcize in 1:21-28. Then he enters 
the house of Peter and heals his mother-in-law in 1:29-31. Finally, the whole city and all its 
sick are gathered together at Peter’s door once the Sabbath has ended. Any Mediterranean 
person would recognize what should happen or is already happening. Peter’s house is 
becoming a brokerage place for Jesus’ healing, and Peter will broker between Jesus and 


those seeking help. What happens, according to 1:35-38? 


And in the morning, a great while before day, he rose and went out to a lonely place, and 
there he prayed. And Simon and those who were with him pursued him, and they found him 
and said to him, “Every one is searching for you.” And he said to them, “Let us go on to the 


my 


next towns, that | may preach there also; for that is why 1 came out. 


Matthew does not copy any of that incident. Luke does so, but at 4:43 he spoils Mark’s last 
sentence by rephrasing it as “for | was sent for this purpose.” Jesus, however, is explaining 
why he “came out”—that is, why he must leave Peter’s house. But Peter, if Mark had 
granted him a reply, would have said that it made much more sense to stay right there at 
Capernaum, let the word go forth along the peasant grapevine, and await the crowds that 
would come to his door. It would also make much more sense in the psycho-sociology of 
healing. But all Jesus says is that he “came out” from Peter's house. That entire day is a 
Markan creation opposing Jesus to Peter and showing their, from Mark’s point of view, 
incompatible visions of mission. | take from it only its opposition of itinerancy and 


brokerage and its usefulness for seeing what is radical about itinerancy. 
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The equal sharing of spiritual and material gifts, of miracle and table, cannot be centered in 
one place because that very hierarchy of place, of here over there, of this place over other 
places, symbolically destroys the radical egalitarianism it announces. Radical egalitarianism 
denies the processes of patronage, brokerage, and clientage, and demands itinerancy as its 
programmatic symbolization. Neither Jesus nor his followers are supposed to settle down in 
one place and establish there a brokered presence. And, as healers, we would expect them 
to stay in one place, to establish around them a group of followers, and to have people 
come to them. Instead, they go out to people and have, as it were, to start anew each 
morning. But, for Jesus, the Kingdom of God is a community of radical or unbrokered 
equality in which individuals are in direct contact with one another and with God, 


unmediated by any established brokers or fixed locations.” 


| grant you that this was two rather long examples by way of a description of the nature 
of ancient patronage and clientage and the sorts of relationships this configuration of 
them set up, what they mean in practice and, in the case of my quotation of Crossan, 
how he fits Jesus tentatively into such an understanding by interacting with what we 
may learn about him from the gospels. Keeping this in mind, however, | want to now 
build upon them and towards a general thesis about this Jesus, in his historical context, 
that imagines him as a kind of Jewish Cynic. So let’s turn to biblical scholar Burton Mack 
in an essay called “Q and a Cynic Jesus” in the book Whose Historical Jesus? in which he 
attempts to give a Cynic interpretation of the historical Galilean through study of the 
putative gospel source of Matthew and Luke known by scholars as “Q” (short for 
“Quelle” which is “source” in German. More detailed study of Q in this book is a subject 
both too esoteric and too specialised for us to pursue but, save to say, it is something 


specialists have pursued). One of the most interested pursuers here is the scholar John 
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Kloppenborg whom Mack will mention in his essay. Building on Kloppenborg’s textual 


work with “Q”, in Fact, Mack comes up with the following: 


“Il have found John Kloppenborg's work on Q persuasive. The strata he identified in the 
compositional history of Q as a document | have taken as a written record of the social 
history of the first followers of Jesus. Kloppenborg was able to identify an earliest stratum 
of Q by close attention to observations of a redaction-critical kind. The clusters of sayings 
he identified at this oldest layer, moreover, shared tenor, content and other formal 
characteristics. | recognized these clusters as small units of rhetorical composition that the 
Greeks called an elaboration. At the core of each of these blocks is an aphoristic instruction, 
and these aphoristic maxims, as well as the way in which they were elaborated in the little 
units of composition, put us in touch with the rules that first governed the Jesus movement. 


Consider the following: 


How fortunate the poor; they have God's kingdom. (Luke 6:20) 

The standard you use [to judge another] will be the standard used against you. (Luke 6:38) 
Can the blind lead the blind? (Luke 6:39) 

A good tree does not bear rotten fruit. (Luke 6:43) 

Foxes have holes, birds nests, but human beings have no home. (Luke 9:58) 

Everyone who asks, gets. (Luke 11:10) 

Nothing is secret that will not come out. (Luke 12:2) 

Life is more than food. (Luke 12:23) 

The body is more than clothing. (Luke 12:23) 

Are you not worth more than the birds? (Luke 12:24) 


Where your treasure, there your heart. (Luke 12:34) 
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Those who exalt themselves will be humbled. (Luke 14:11) 
If salt is saltless, it is good for nothing. (Luke 14:34) 


No one can serve two masters. (Luke 16:13) 


These sayings are not unusually clever. Many are simply versions of age-old proverbial lore, 
and all need some life situation in which to score their point. But they are pungent 
observations, slightly unnerving, and mildly humorous in the sense that insights about 
human behaviour and desire have been pressed to the point of extremes, if not absurdity. 
They illustrate the aphoristic nature of the wisdom attributed to Jesus and bristle with the 
pointed style of Cynic maxims. The Cynic flavour becomes even clearer if we add to these 
maxim-like sayings a list of injunctions that recommend a certain kind of behaviour. 


Consider the following: 


Rejoice when reproached. (Luke 6:22) 

Bless those who curse you. (Luke 6:28) 

If anyone strikes you on one cheek, offer the other as well. (Luke 6:29) 
Give to everyone who begs. (Luke 6:30) 

Do not judge and you will not be judged. (Luke 6:37) 
First remove the stick in your eye. (Luke 6:42) 

Leave the dead to bury their dead. (Luke 9:60) 

Go out as lambs in the midst of wolves. (Luke 10:3) 
Carry no money, bag or sandals. (Luke 10:4) 

Eat what is set before you. (Luke 10:7) 

Ask and it will be given to you. (Luke 11:9) 


Do not be afraid. (Luke 12:7) 
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Do not worry about your life, what to eat, what to wear. (Luke 12:22) 
Sell your goods and give to charity. (Luke 12:33) 
Why do you not judge for yourself what is right? (Luke 12:57) 


You cannot be a student of mine if you love your parents more than me. (Luke 14:26) 


In these sayings both the home and the public arena are regarded as places of encounter 
with people who live by conventional codes. The Jesus people were apparently taking up 
what we would call an alternative life-style. And their behaviour was causing a bit of 
friction. What they were doing was understood to be risky, but worth it. The advice was to 
be cautious, but also courageous. Take care, don't worry. Just make sure you do it. The 
question for us is what that was. What were they doing and why? If we analyze the themes 


that repeatedly occur, a program emerges that looks like this: 


a criticism of the rich and their wealth; 

a critique of hypocrisy and pretension; 

fearlessness in the presence of those in power and authority; 
a challenge to renounce the supports usually considered necessary for human life; 
a call to voluntary poverty; 

a challenge to fearless and carefree attitudes; 

etiquette for unashamed begging; 

etiquette for responding to public reproach; 

nonretaliation; 

disentanglement from family ties; 

a strong sense of independent vocation; 


concern for personal integrity and authenticity; 
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a challenge to live naturally at any cost; 
a reliance on the natural order; 
singiemindedness in the pursuit of God's kingdom; 


confidence in God's care. 


This list of themes makes a set. The set spells out a program. And the program fits the 
popular profile of the Cynic in antiquity. The conclusion must be that, were this program the 
only feature distinguishing the Jesus people, their first-century acquaintances would have 
thought they were Cynics. They were taking a critical stance against normal patterns of 
social life. The rules by which most people lived were seen to honour privilege, support 
ranking and inculcate pretension. To render a critique of the status quo, the Jesus people 
espoused an alternative life-style. ‘Why not live differently?’ They even developed a 
philosophical rationale by appealing to the way in which God cared for the natural order in 
contrast to conventional social arrangements. That also was a possible thought for Cynics. 
‘Live naturally,’ both said; ‘Don't be guided by the rules that now govern the social situation. 


And don't worry. Protecting your own personal sense of integrity is worth it.” 


This is a basic Cynic interpretation of Jesus Mack gives here from an argued early 
historical source. But it is not the only possible interpretation. Along with the thoughts 
of Malina and Crossan on patronage, and now these of Mack on “the Jesus people” and 
Cynic influence, consider the Following From biblical scholar Maurice Casey. In his book 
Jesus of Nazareth he has a section of his chapter ‘Jesus’ Ethical Teaching” where he 
discusses Jesus’ attitude to “poverty and riches”. He does this in a way that does not 
regard Jesus as Cynic but he recognises the importance of the theme of poverty and 


riches (and their relationship) nevertheless: 
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“Jesus’ teaching clearly favours the poor over against the rich, but how that should be 
fitted into his ethical teaching as a whole has been less than obvious. Two points about the 
cultural background are of crucial importance. One is the extraordinary gap between rich 
and poor, and especially the extraordinary poverty of the poor. There was no established 
social security system for poor people. This is why almsgiving was such an important custom 
— it was all the poor had to depend on. Consequently, poor people might end up naked, and 
starve for lack of food. Since Western biomedicine had not yet been developed, disease was 
rife, and life was short. The plight of orphans and widows was notorious. Secondly, and as a 
result of this, the prophets launched apparently simple attacks on rich people, and urged 
everyone to contribute to the welfare of the poor, the widow and the orphan. Jesus could 


see this massive gap between rich and poor, and he belonged to the prophetic tradition. 


For example, Isaiah has God enter into judgement with ‘the elders of his people and its 
princes’, complaining that ‘the spoil of the poor (is) in your houses’, and ‘you grind the face 
of the poor’ (Isa. 3.14-15). Criticizing the same people as ‘rulers of Sodom’ and ‘people of 
Gomorrah’ (Isa. 1.10), he has God refuse to accept their prayers and sacrifices, and urge 
them, ‘learn to do good, seek justice’, specifying ‘rescue the oppressed, defend the orphan, 
plead for the widow’ (Isa. 1.17). The people whom Isaiah criticized were not just relatively 
well off, they were very powerful, stinking rich and grossly oppressive. This tradition was 
taken up in later documents. For example, in the first half of the second century BCE, one 


writer in the Enoch tradition wrote this: 


Woe to you rich, for you have trusted in your wealth. However, you will have to depart from 
your wealth since in the days of your wealth you did not remember the Most High. You have 


committed blasphemy and iniquity... (1 En. 94.8-9) 
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Jesus was faced with a similar social situation, and he inherited the traditions critical of it in 


the name of God. 


Jesus’ parable of the rich man and Lazar (Lk. 16.19-31) describes the massive gap between 
the two main characters. Lazar, usually found in English as Lazarus, is short for Eleazar, 
which means ‘God helps’, a name so appropriate to this parable that it is probably the 
reason why Jesus gave him a name, as he did not give names to the rich man or to most 


characters in his parables. 


There was a rich man, and he used to dress in purple and fine linen, and celebrated 
sumptuously every day. But a poor man by name Lazar was thrown at his gate covered with 


sores and craving to be filled from what fell from the rich man’s table... 


The first thing wrong with the rich man is found in w. 20-21. Verse 19 shows that the rich 
man could have looked after the poor man, housed and fed him, and w. 20-21 show that 
the fact that he did not do so is one thing wrong with his riches. The second thing emerges 
at the end of the parable. Lazar is in Abraham's bosom, not because he was good -— the 
parable does not even say that he loved God! - but because he was poor and grossly 
oppressed during his earthly life. The rich man, in the fires of hell as punishment for his sins, 
asks Abraham that Lazar be sent to his five brothers to warn them, so that they do not end 
up in his place of torment. Abraham refuses, because they already have Moses and the 


prophets, and the parable ends with him reinforcing this message: 


If they do not listen to Moses and the prophets, they will not be obedient if someone rises 


from the dead. 
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This is the second thing wrong with the rich man, his brothers and their riches. The will of 
God that they should look after the poor and not oppress them is written abundantly in the 
scriptures, and if they loved God they would have obeyed his will which was so clearly given 
to them. This presents in another form one of the central points which Jesus recreated from 
the prophetic tradition: loving your neighbour as yourself (Lev. 19.18) is central to loving 


God. 


This is the correct background against which to understand Jesus’ simpler statements about 


the rich and poor. For example: 


Blessed are the poor, for yours is the kingdom of God. (Lk. 6.20) 


This says nothing about how the poor should love God, pray to him, or the like. It is a 
presentation of Jesus’ profound belief that God would look after the poor, in the next life if 
the sins of the rich prevented him from doing so in this. This is amplified in a famous 
collection of sayings found in ‘Q’ material, in which people are advised to trust in God for 


such basic things that they are evidently very poor: 


So/tell you, do not worry yourself about what you may eat, nor what you will wear on your 
body. A person is more important than food, and their body more important than clothing. 
Consider the ravens, that they do not sow or reap, they do not have a storeroom or barn, 
and God feeds them. You are more important than birds! ... And do not worry and say, 
‘What shall we eat?’, or ‘What shall we drink?’, or ‘What shall we wear?’ The Gentiles seek 
these things, but your Father knows that you need them. But seek his kingdom, and these 


things will be added to you (cf. Mt. 6.25-26, 31-33// Lk. 12.22-24, 29-31). 
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This advice is clearly directed at very poor people, who are liable to be worried about the 
basic necessities of life. Jesus attempts to get them to turn to God, and to reassure them 
that they will have basic necessities in this life, and they could expect God to establish his 


kingdom in the near future. 


Jesus’ simpler comments on the rich must be seen in a similar light. For example: 


It is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a/the needle than for a rich (person) to 


enter the kingdom of God. (Mk 10.25) 


No slave can serve two masters... You cannot serve God and mammon. (ME. 6.24//Lk. 


16.13) 


In the second of these two passages, ‘mammon’ is Jesus’ native Aramaic for wealth and 
property. He clearly has in mind people who are so obsessed with their wealth that they 
cannot serve God. They are accordingly the stinking rich and powerful who do not use their 
wealth to look after the poor, hungry and naked. | have already discussed Mk 10.25 in its 
context, part of a discussion which Jesus had with his disciples after he had told a rich man 
to sell all his property, give the proceeds to the poor and follow Jesus (Mk 10.17-31).20 This 
is the only occasion on which he is said to have made any such suggestion. The man, who 
claimed to have observed the basic commandments which Jesus put to him, together with 
‘do not defraud’, asked what he should do so that he could inherit eternal life, and we are 
told that he ‘had many possessions’ (Mk 10.22). It follows that Jesus knowingly made an 
extreme demand to an excessively rich man, who was not using his wealth to care for the 


poor and hungry... 
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It is equally significant that Jesus enjoyed the company of some relatively well-off people, 
whom he is not known to have criticized. The most important were the central group of 
women, including Mary Magdalene and Joanna, wife of Herod’s steward Chouza, ‘who 
supported them from their private resources’ (Lk. 8.1-3). These women used their resources 
properly; they did not give them all away. The man who provided the large upper room for 
Jesus’ final Passover with his disciples in Jerusalem was evidently fairly well-off too, as was 
Simon the leper who put on a dinner which Jesus attended in Bethany, when a woman well 
enough off to have expensive ointment poured it over his head (Mk 14.3-8). Whereas some 
guests said she should have sold it and given the money to the poor, Jesus defended her for 


having done a ‘good work’ (14.6). 


Jesus attended other posh dinners too, often enough for his malicious opponents to accuse 
him of being ‘a man “glutton and drunkard” an associate of tax-collectors and sinners’ (cf. 
Mt.11.19//Lk. 7.34).23 At one such dinner, Jesus is recorded as being somewhat critical of 


some people present, in that he responded to criticism of himself by commenting: 


It’s not the healthy who need a doctor but those who are sick. | did not come to call 


righteous (people) but sinners. (Mk 2.17, edited at ME. 9.12-13, Lk. 5.31-32) 


This recognizes that there was something wrong with people at that sort of dinner, which is 
not surprising, given that tax-collectors were notorious for exploiting people. We know 
what Jesus did about such people. He called upon them to repent, knowing that God always 
forgives repentant sinners. He was at this dinner because it was thrown in his honour by a 
tax-collector who repented. There is no record that Jesus expected him to dispose of all his 


wealth, or even to stop being a tax-collector. If Jesus had stopped people being tax- 
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collectors, he would have been famous for that too, and the Gospels would not have failed 
to mention such an achievement. He will however have expected converted tax-collectors 
to be honest, not to oppress the poor, and to put their talents to good use. Matthew the 
tax-collector is a good example, because he became one of the Twelve, and transmitted 
some of the teaching of Jesus on wax tablets or the like, which he was already accustomed 


to using. 


The following conclusions may therefore be drawn. In a society where there was a massive 
gap between the rich and the poor, and the poor were shockingly poor and grievously 
oppressed, Jesus was opposed to grossly rich people who ignored God's commandments to 
look after the poor. He believed that this showed that they did not love God, and he 
expected them to end up in Gehenna. He believed that God favoured the poor without 
demanding anything of them, and that God would always care for them, in the next life if 
the rich prevented Him from doing so in this. He was not ascetic, and did not demand that 
relatively well-off people should give up their land, money and property. He thought they 
should use their wealth properly, which meant caring for the poor, and included supporting 


the Jesus movement.” 


Casey's picture is a rather conservative one, all told, but even he cannot ignore Jesus’ 
clear and obvious bias to the have nots. Casey writes that Jesus’ belief was that his god 
Favoured “the poor” just because they were. Thus, even for Casey, this is a matter of 
relationships regardless of economic usefulness or value. And even for Casey it is a 
matter of pulling together and helping each other regardless of wealth. Consequently, a 


Final scholarly opinion | want to include on this particular subject is that of liberation 
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theologian Jon Sobrino and his take on what he calls “the poor as addresses of the 


Kingdom of God” in the message of Jesus. About this he writes in Jesus the Liberator. 


“In order to analyze who the addressees of the Kingdom of God are, let us start with this 
impressive quotation from Joachim Jeremias: ‘By ascertaining that Jesus proclaimed the 
dawn of the consummation of the world, we have not yet completely described his 
preaching of the basileia (i.e. kingdom). On the contrary, we have not yet mentioned its 
essential feature... the offer of salvation Jesus makes to the poor.... The Kingdom belongs 
uniquely to the poor.’ Jesus indeed understood his mission as directed to the poor... ‘he has 
anointed me to bring good news to the poor’ (Luke 4:15). This is shown too by his jubilant 
response to those sent by John: ‘the poor have good news brought to them’ (Luke 7:22; 
Matt. 11:5). The first of his beatitudes, in Luke's version, proclaims: ‘Blessed are you who are 
poor, for yours is the kingdom of God’ (6:20). These statements are basic for understanding 
what the Kingdom of God is for Jesus. They stand not in the line of discontinuity—as his 
audacity in stating that the Kingdom is at hand might—but in that of continuity, being 
rooted in the Old Testament. Yet, as Jeremias understands, they are the basic element for 


introducing us to the content of the Kingdom of God. 


This relationship between the Kingdom of God and the poor is established in the Gospels as 
a fact, but more basically it appears as a relationship as of right, based on the very reality of 
God as this was shown in the Old Testament. This is what Jeremias means by that 
‘uniquely’... by the mere fact of being poor, whatever the moral or personal situation in 
which they find themselves, God defends them and loves them, and they are the first ones 


to whom Jesus’ mission is directed. 
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This statement is still fundamental and is still, in my view, the touchstone for understanding 
the Kingdom of God, Jesus and the church's mission today. It is often diluted by taking as 
poor—and spiritualizing them—the poor mentioned in Matthew 5:3, or nullified by 
equating poverty with metaphysical limitation, so that all human beings can be included in 
the category of poor. It is also confusing to recall that poverty has various meanings in the 
Gospels. The question here is not to deny that the ‘poor in spirit’ or metaphysical ‘limitation’ 
or different meanings of poverty exist—or that they can exist... but to know which poor 
Jesus was thinking of when he said that the Kingdom of God belongs to them. This is the 


basic question now. 


Descriptively—and following Jeremias once more—the poor are divided into two classes in 
the Synoptics (i.e. Matthew, Mark and Luke). On the one side are those who groan under 
some type of basic need in the tradition of Isaiah 61: Iff. So the poor are those who hunger 
and thirst, who go naked, strangers, the sick, those in prison, those who mourn, those 
weighed down by a real burden (Luke 6:20-21; Matt. 25:25ff). In this sense, the poor are 
those who live bent under the weight of a burden—which Jesus often interpreted as 
oppression—those for whom life and survival is a hard task. In modern parlance, we could 
call these the economic poor, in the sense that the oikos (the hearth, the home, the symbol 
of what is basic and primary in life) is in grave danger, and that they are thereby denied the 


minimum of life. 


On the other side, the poor are those despised by the ruling society, those considered 
sinners, the publicans, the prostitutes (Mark 2:16; Matt. 11:19; 21:23; Luke 15:Iff), the 
simple-minded, the little ones, the least (Matt. 11:25; Mark 9:36ff; Matt. 10:42; 18:10-14; 


25:40-45), those who carry out despised tasks (Matt. 12:31; Luke 18:11). In this sense, the 
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poor are the marginalized, those ‘whose religious ignorance and moral behavior closed, in 
the conviction of the time, the gate leading to salvation for them.’ These could be called the 
sociological poor, in the sense that being a socium (the symbol of basic interhuman 


relationships) is denied them, and with this, the minimum of dignity. 


So the Gospels do not provide an absolutely clear-cut image of the poor Jesus was thinking 
of as addressees of the Kingdom, nor of course a strictly conceptual reflection designed to 
answer the questions we ask now about the meaning of poverty. But neither can they be 
said to lack a basic vision of what the poor meant to Jesus. The poor are those who are at 
the bottom of the heap in history and those who are oppressed by society and cast out from 
it; they are not, therefore, all human beings, but those at the bottom, and being at the 
bottom in this sense means being oppressed by those on top. Both economic poverty and 
lack of moral dignity can express this being at the bottom. From a purely conceptual point 
of view, the two can be separated (Zacchaeus suffered the social shunning, but not the 
economic poverty), but both senses of being poor usually go together and converge in 
history, as happens today in the Third World. The poor are those close to the slow death 
poverty brings, those for whom surviving is a heavy burden and their chief task, and those 
who are also deprived of social dignity and sometimes also of religious dignity for not 
complying with church legislation. The poor are those who in Latin America are usually 


called the ‘popular majorities.’ 


To these poor, Jesus showed undoubted partiality, so that what is now called the option for 
the poor can be said to start with him (though it goes back before him to the prophets, and 
indeed to God himself): partiality toward the economic poor, as shown in the beatitudes in 


Luke, and partiality toward the sociological poor, as shown in his standing up for publicans 
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and sinners expressed with even more force, perhaps, than the former, precisely because 


their alienation on religious grounds was more provocative to him. 


Having said this, let me briefly characterize the poor as a social grouping at the time of 
Jesus, in order to shed light on the present discussion on what they mean, now that we are 
all asked to make a preferential option for the poor, and to show, above all, what the 


Kingdom of God meant for Jesus. 


In the first place, one must stress that the Synoptics speak of the poor in the plural, not of 
poor individuals or the sum total of poor individuals, but of a reality—be it understood as a 
group or a class—that is collective and massive and sufficiently defined in historical terms. 


The poor,’ in the plural, are spoken of in the beatitudes; ‘crowds’ of the sick in the 


summaries; and the ‘multitudes’ who listened to Jesus are often mentioned. 


Looking at these groups or collectivity of poor in more detail, the first thing to note is that 
they are economically-sociologically poor. The New Testament Greek word most frequently 
used to describe them is ptochos from the verb ptasso, to crouch or bend down). It appears 
twenty-five times, and in twenty-two cases refers to the economically afflicted and 
dispossessed. In the other three cases, where it means spiritually poor (Matt. 3:5; cf. Gal. 
4:9; Rev. 3:17), there is always some qualification added. And in the three places where 
Jesus relates the Kingdom of God (Matt. 11:5 = Luke 7:22; Luke 4:18 and 6:20), the meaning 
is not spiritual. The conclusion is that for the New Testament and for Jesus the term ‘poor’ 


is a sociological category, even in the three texts that mention good news to the poor. 
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The second thing to note is that these are dialectically poor. In the Gospels, poor and rich 
are spoken of as different and contrasted groups. The New Testament does not in fact 
express this with the clarity and force of the Old. The contrast is rather between poor and 
envious. But even if it is not as explicit, this does not mean that the Old Testament context 
is not pervasive: ‘behind this understanding of rich and poor the class dialectic of the Old 
Testament is implicit.’ The reversal of fate awaiting the poor and the rich in the Gospels— 
see the Magnificat—‘has no meaning except that the understanding of poverty as a state of 


unjust oppression remains in force in the New Testament.’ 


It is, then to these poor that Jesus says the Kingdom of God belongs: those for whom the 
basic things of life are so hard to achieve, those who live despised and outcast, who live 
under oppression, who, in short, have nothing to look forward to; those who, furthermore, 
feel themselves cut off from God, since religious society forces them to introject this 
understanding—it is these whom Jesus tells to have hope, that God is not like their 
oppressors have made them think, that the end of their misfortunes is at hand, that the 
Kingdom of God is coming and is for them. These poor are the majority, which is 
quantitatively important in itself, but important also for understanding the universality of 
the Kingdom of God, something to which liberation theology seems to have called 
attention. It is at least careless, if not hypocritical, to stress its universality—as a means of 
rejecting its partiality—since there is little universal about a universality that fails to take 
the majorities of this world into account. And the quality of these majorities also indicates 
that the Kingdom can come to be a universal reality: if life comes even to these—to whom 


it never has come—then one can indeed speak of the universality of the Kingdom of God. 
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If the poor, understood in this way, are those to whom the Kingdom is addressed, then it is 
from them that we can better understand what sort of Kingdom Jesus was thinking of. It is 
a strictly partial Kingdom and one whose minimum, but basic, content is the life and dignity 


of the poor.” 


Sobrino makes the point here, then, that the way the texts | am dealing with here treat 
poverty in the imagination of their authors — and putatively of Jesus — is in a structural 
and relational way. The “destitution” that the Greek term “ptochos” indicated is 
economic-sociological. The subject is then oppressive relations and a system of the 
same. It is to this that Jesus and his community of Friends responds. Yet something else 
we should notice about all this commentary from Malina through Crossan, Mack and 
Casey to Sobrino is that we have TWO immediate contexts here, two contexts which 
were moral and cultural and historical and geographical: they are the contexts of Rome 
and of Judaism. Some scholars | quoted above focused more on the Roman context here 
and others focused more on the Jewish but we must remember at all times when 
discussing Jesus that BOTH were in play — and they were by no means always pulling in 
the same direction. A Jew in Roman Palestine had to have a care both for their Jewish 
culture and values — pre-eminently as codified in “the Law and the Prophets” and 
mediated in oral interpretations and traditional customs — but also to Find their place ina 
Roman system of patronage and clientage with the hierarchical consequences that 
brings in turn. It was never then a case of one or the other and both had to be 
accommodated to find one’s place in that world. Of course, this could create Friction 
between the two cultures and value systems — which is probably why in the century after 
Jesus the Romans ransacked Palestine three times, ending with its utter destruction in 


135 CE. 
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Jesus, however and as we saw earlier, was not one who took a violent route. Quite the 
opposite, in Fact. In what | have quoted above it was mostly my point that we see in his 
teaching and practice something of a deliberate choice on his own part: a deliberate 
choice of poverty and a deliberate preference for destitution. The often quoted verse 
From Luke 6:20 that many of the scholars | quoted above mentioned in their own rhetoric 
is actually more properly translated as “Blessed are the destitute” because its not simple 
lack that this verse eulogises but total lack: an economic state of lack. The question to be 
answered here then, given this focus, is the three-fold question of an explication of this 
interest and agenda, what it comes to mean for Jesus and what it looks like in practice: 
how might we imagine “Jesus the destitute” as a person and in his imagination of a 


community of the destitute, a “destitutes’ domain”? 


| start here, once again, by highlighting the itinerant context for Jesus within the source 
texts and so we need to do some housekeeping For what is to come in an interpretive 
sense — always remembering my earlier commentary from this chapter as well as a 
precursor and background to this. Let us look at some examples of the major themes in 


the gospels about Jesus and what they are saying — starting with itinerancy: 


Examples of things Jesus says related to Itinerancy: 


Jesus gives mission instructions which indicate wandering about. 

A prophet is not welcome in his own country. 

Carry the cross as Jesus does. 

Jesus counsels against anxieties and to rely on God for everyday needs. 


You must “hate family” to Follow Jesus. 
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The hungry are blessed. 

Human beings have nowhere to lay their heads. 

God cares for sparrows; he will care For you. 

Jesus tells a potential Follower to give everything away and Follow him. 


Become passers by. 


Examples of things Jesus says about “the kingdom of God” / God's reign: 


It is proclaimed by itinerant missionaries. 

It is inside you and outside you and has come but is unseen. 
It is entered as children. 

It is like a mustard seed. 

It is about losing your life to gain it back. 

It is like the catch in a Fish net. 

The least in the kingdom is greater than John the Baptist. 
Itis like planted weeds. 

It is like a Feast where everyone gets invited who will come. 
It is like a pearl you Find. 

It is like treasure that will not decay. 

It is like leaven in some dough. 

It is where the lost sheep is searched for and brought back with joy. 
Itis like treasure hidden in a Field. 


It is about eating with sinners. 


It is about going the extra mile like giving without expectation of return. 


It is encompassed in the Lord’s Prayer. 
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It is about healing the blind. 

It is demonstrated by Jesus driving out demons by God's spirit. 
It is like money entrusted and made good use of. 

It is a choice between the kingdom and riches. 

It is like a woman carrying a jar which leaks unrecognised. 


It is about preparation. 


It is about mercy and forgiveness as we receive mercy and Forgiveness. 


It is like a generous vineyard owner. 


It is about inviting in the outcasts of society. 


It is about welcoming back all who go astray. 


Examples of things Jesus has to say about community: 


Who receives those Jesus sent, receives Jesus and his god. 


IF you divorce and remarry you commit adultery (except For infidelity). 


People are not made unclean by external circumstances. 
You enter the kingdom as children. 

You should Forgive everyone. 

Blessed are the persecuted. 

You must love your birth Family less or even hate them. 
The community is like a feast thrown for all who will come. 
The inside is what counts. 

Whoever does God's will is who Jesus counts as Family. 
Jesus eats with “sinners”. 


Love your enemies. 
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Forgive without end if apology is made. 
The true leader will be the servant of all. 
Humility will be promoted. 


Outcasts will be invited in. 


Examples of things Jesus says about poverty: 


Travel and proclaim the kingdom with a minimum of possessions. 
The last will be First. 

Blessed are the destitute. 

You save your life by losing it. 

Do not fret about daily needs. 

Blessed are the hungry. 

Jesus warns against greed and refuses to rule on an inheritance. 
You should give without worrying about a return. 

You cannot serve God and wealth. 

A potential disciple is told to impoverish himself and then Follow. 
Renounce the world. 


IF you don’t renounce wealth you are not a disciple of Jesus. 


Examples of things Jesus says about eschatology (the belief the world as we know it will 


end and a new world will be begin): 


All hidden things will be revealed. 


The tenants mistreat those the landowner sends to collect his due. 


941 


Jesus will tear down and build up. 

The harvest is great so send out workers to harvest. 
What did you go out into the desert to see? 

Can you read the signs of the times? 

Blessed are those who weep now for they will laugh. 
The separation of good and bad Fish. 

Jesus casts fire upon the earth. 

Jesus brings not peace but a sword. 

Its harvest time. 

Its time for open proclamation. 

You can’t serve two masters. 

Old and new wine. 

Old and new wineskins. 


The crops and the weeds will be pulled up together. 


Making plans without thinking on God's Future is misguided. 


IF you Find a pearl you should do all you can to acquire it. 
Store up treasure in heaven. 

When should you fast? 

Jesus eats with “sinners” demonstrating God's reign. 

Be like God who blesses all alike. 

The Lord’s Prayer, especially, “Your kingdom come”. 

The power to heal and forgive sins. 

(John the Baptist’s warning. 

The tree will be cut down 


IF Jesus acts by God’s power then.... 


942 


Know who you are in your context. 


Trees that don’t bear Fruit are cut down. 


Things Jesus has to say about ethics: 


Forgive everyone. 

Turn the other cheek. 

Let the dead bury their own dead. 

Don’t look back. 

Forgive people who apologise no matter how many times. 
Why acquire the world and pay for it with life? 

Put personal reconciliation before religious observances. 
Don’t make oaths. 

Be humble. 

Don’t be angry. 

Don’t be lustful. 

Be a eunuch for the kingdom (if you can). 

Care For your enemies and concern yourself with their needs. 
Be persistent. 

There is no day that is inappropriate to do good. 

Invite in outcasts. 


Act shrewdly. 


All that presented for sake of completeness (as well as a set of reference points), | want 


to pull all this together into an interpretive image of Jesus that has become one strand 


943 


of contemporary historical Jesus research in the last 30 or 40 years especially, one which 
has attracted my own intellectual and political attention. | will start by looking at Q but | 
will also examine Thomas and Mark as well to give an attestation of themes across 


disparate sources. 


First we can consider Q 9:57-60 (Q is organised by scholars according to its order in Luke 
so Q 9:57-60 = Luke 9:57-60): “And someone said to him: | will Follow you wherever you 
go. And Jesus said to him: Foxes have holes, and birds of the sky have nests; but the son 
of humanity does not have anywhere to lay his head. But another said him: Master, 
permit me first to go bury my Father. But he said to him: Follow me, and leave the dead 
to bury their own dead.” In these verses we have example of following - actual, physical, 
“leave everything behind and Follow” following. Someone claims they will Follow Jesus 
wherever the journey takes them. Jesus replies by saying, in effect, that to follow him is 
to be homeless. Another asks to be allowed to bury his Father. Jesus gives no quarter in 
reply. The itinerants’ kingdom is more important and it is always seemingly moving on 
and not putting down roots. Shortly after this in the order of Q comes a section of text 
in which Jesus tells his followers how they are to go out into the countryside as they 
travel From place to place and how they should survive (without this and without that 
and by staying with sympathetic others, etc., taking the Food and shelter they offer and 
“healing” any in need of it). We can imagine from this, taking it semi-seriously as a matter 
of historical reference, that Jesus naturally did not act alone nor was he personally 
present on every “mission”. Q 10:16 states “Whoever takes you in, takes me in; and 
whoever takes me in takes in the one who sent me” which clearly implies this. But what 
will this itinerancy cost? According to Q 17:33 it seems to be everything: “The one who 


Finds one's life will lose it, and the one who loses one's life For my sake will find it.” 


944 


Again, “losing” your life should be interpreted quite literally and materially for these are 


matters of immediate material consequence we are discussing here in their context. 


Another tightly compacted set of material in Q underscores all this. The section is Q 
12:22b-31 in which Jesus discusses life, eating, the body, clothes, and asks his hearers to 


consider the birds and the lilies of the Field. Naturally, it is worth quoting in Full: 


“Therefore | tell you, do not be anxious about your life, what you are to eat, nor about your 
body, with what you are to clothe yourself. Is not life more than food and the body more 
than clothing? Consider the ravens: they neither sow nor reap nor gather into barns and yet 
God feeds them. Are you not better than the birds? And who of you by being anxious is able 
to add to one's stature a .. cubit? And why are you anxious about clothing? Observe the 
lilies, how they grow? They do not work nor do they spin. Yet I tell you: Not even Solomon in 
all his glory was arrayed like one of these. But if in the field the grass, there today and 
tomorrow thrown into the oven, God clothes thus, will he not much more clothe you, 
persons of petty faith? So do not be anxious, saying: What are we to eat? Or What are we to 
drink? Or What are we to wear? For all these the Gentiles seek; for your Father knows that 


you need them all. But seek his kingdom and all these shall be granted to you.” 


| suggest that this is best understood, sociologically and historically, as addressed to an 
itinerant, homeless band of Jesus’ followers. Naturally, these people who have given up 
homes and families are anxious about what will happen next. Jesus’ message is quite 
simple though: seek God's kingdom first. This is backed up, in addition, by some of the 
Beatitudes also Found in Q. Q 6:20-21a reads: “And raising his eyes to his disciples he 


said: Blessed are you destitute, for God's reign is for you. Blessed are you who hunger, 


945 


no 


For you will eat your fill.” “Disciples,” we should recall, means simply “followers” and the 
“destitute” and “hungry” are quite literally so for there is a cost to discipleship. What's 
more, “The one who does not hate father and mother cannot be my disciple; and the one 
who does not hate son and daughter cannot be my disciple.” This “hate”, | suggest, is to 


be seen as a matter of deliberate separation for the kingdom, a putting one relation 


before another, a thing as shocking then as it might be now. 


When we move to look at Thomas we see some familiar themes and a Few other sayings 
to support them. Jesus’ message against anxieties we just discussed in the context of Q 
(GTh 36) is there in more primitive and undeveloped form as is the Beatitude “blessed 
are the destitute” (GTh 54). Also present, at GTh 86, is Jesus’ saying “Foxes have holes” 
which is doubly attested with Q. But there are a Few other clues. GTh 27a states “IF you 
do not fast from the world, you will not Find the (Father's) kingdom” and GTh 31 is “Jesus 
said, "No prophet is welcome on his home turf; doctors don't cure those who know 
them.” The First of these sayings seems quite straightforward in my developing context, 
the latter implies that Jesus’ own focus on the kingdom required that he wander from 
his home town. GTh 78 sees a reworked version of a saying known within the synoptics 
as referring to John the Baptizer: “Jesus said, ‘Why have you come out to the 
countryside? To see a reed shaken by the wind? And to see a person dressed in soft 
clothes, [like your] rulers and your powerful ones? They are dressed in soft clothes, and 
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they cannot understand truth.’” Here, however, the reference to John has been stripped 
(or, alternatively, it was added elsewhere by others) and it Functions to demonstrate that 
people had to go out into the countryside to seek Jesus where, to make narrative sense 


of the saying, he has to be in this case. GTh 55 and 101 are sayings, once more, about 


hating Fathers and mothers, etc., and there are some sayings in Thomas which are 
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against wealth or riches. The final line of GTh 64 reads: “Buyers and merchants [will] not 
enter the places of my Father” whilst GTh 95 reads: “IF you have money, don't lend it at 
interest. Rather, give [it] to someone from whom you won't get it back," the logical 
conclusion of which would be poverty, a giving without counting the cost. Those who 
cling to wealth, we may suggest, always seem to be regarded as those who have rejected 
the seeming poverty of the kingdom. Jesus never in any gospel says “Blessed are the 
rich” and from his social position it would seem to make absolute sense that he doesn’t. 
There is one more saying from Thomas that | want to note and its GTh 42 which simply 


states “Be passersby.” Exactly. 


When reading Mark we need to be somewhat more careful for it is a narrative gospel 
which imposes a storied time upon its context in a way that sayings collections like Q and 
Thomas simply do not. But we cannot, read “should not”, imagine that Mark either 
intends or knows an exact order of events. This narrative framework is Fictional and 
redactional and not representative of, or with knowledge of, the timing or sequencing of 
actual events. Yet, already, in Mark’s summation of Jesus’ activity in his first chapter, we 
can see that the idea of Jesus on the move is embedded in the tradition: “Now after 
John was arrested, Jesus came to Galilee, proclaiming the good news of God, and saying, 
‘The time is Fulfilled, and the kingdom of God has come near; repent, and believe in the 
good news.” (Mk 1:14-15). Jesus, who in Mark’s narrative had been with John the 
Baptizer and then tempted “in the wilderness”, came “to Galilee” in general which 
indicates to this reader, at least, that he was not identified with any one place but just an 
area in general, an area he perhaps wandered around. In Mark, Jesus also calls people to 
“Follow” him, both named disciples and people in general, which | have interpreted 


previously as an originally literal, not spiritual, requirement. Mark, indeed, has several 
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redactional and narrative elements which show Jesus to be going from place to place. He 
is said to visit the area of the Decapolis, south east of Galilee, at least twice as well as 
sailing back and forth across the Sea of Galilee multiple times. He also visits places like 
Caesarea Philippi in the far north, Tyre in the west or even Judea in the south. Mark also 
records Jesus as disappearing into the mountains to be alone so that people search For 
him or as going among villages generally, teaching. Mark 1:45 reports that Jesus “stayed 
out in the country; and people came to him from every quarter.” Mark 6:6b says, “Then 


he went about among the villages teaching.” 


An interesting saying in this respect is Mk 10:28-30: “Peter began to say to him, ‘Look, we 
have left everything and Followed you.’ Jesus said, ‘Truly | tell you, there is no one who 
has left house or brothers or sisters or mother or father or children or fields, For my sake 
and for the sake of the good news, who will not receive a hundredfold now in this age— 
houses, brothers and sisters, mothers and children, and Fields, with persecutions—and in 
the age to come eternal life.’ Peter and his brother Andrew have been called to Follow 
Jesus (literally Follow) already in Mark 1. Now here we find Peter pointing out that they 
(which, historically, means at least Jesus’ closest Followers) ‘have left everything and 
Followed you’. Jesus tries to reassure them that rewards are coming although, clearly, 
this section is redacted and written with one eye to the situation at the time at which 
Mark writes with its talk of persecutions and the age to come. But it should also not be 
lost on us that this exchange is placed shortly after words from Jesus about the rich and 
the poor once more. In one example, in which Jesus is confronted by a pious but rich 
man his answer is revealing: “Jesus, looking at him, loved him and said, ‘You lack one 
thing; go, sell what you own, and give the money to the poor (that is: the destitute — the 


word used is ptochos), and you will have treasure in heaven; then come, follow me.’ 
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When he heard this, he was shocked and went away grieving, for he had many 
possessions” (Mk 10:21-22). Jesus then, narratively, faces his disciples directly: “Then 
Jesus looked around and said to his disciples, ‘How hard it will be For those who have 
wealth to enter the kingdom of God!’” (Mk 10:23). From this | can only take away that 
there is a strong historical remembrance of Jesus as one who sharply distinguished rich 
and poor and who saw riches, and the attachment they necessitated, as a hindrance to 
the kingdom. You cannot literally Follow if you are concerned for what you have or for 
the maintenance of wealth. And following, taking the kingdom across the country, was 


what Jesus, and those who were with him, did (or so it is presented). 


We see an example of this wandering across country in the “lord of the sabbath” incident 


in Mark 2: 


“One sabbath he was going through the grainfields; and as they made their way his 
disciples began to pluck heads of grain. The Pharisees said to him, ‘Look, why are they doing 
what is not lawful on the sabbath?’ And he said to them, ‘Have you never read what David 
did when he and his companions were hungry and in need of food? He entered the house of 
God, when Abiathar was high priest, and ate the bread of the Presence, which it is not 
lawful for any but the priests to eat, and he gave some to his companions.’ Then he said to 
them, ‘The sabbath was made for humankind, and not humankind for the sabbath; so the 


Son of Man is lord even of the sabbath” (Mark 2:23-28). 


This is very reminiscent of a Jesus who “went throughout Galilee, proclaiming the 
message in their synagogues and casting out demons” as Mark 1:39 records and we get a 


very strong image of a wandering Jesus From this. However, as | have already warned, we 
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should be foolish if we believed these redactional asides alone as historical evidence 
where that is not filled out and confirmed with historical incidents which betray a similar 
itinerant mentality and reality. It is hoped that by this point a basic case has at least been 
made. There are, however, a couple of things in Mark which may give us pause. In Mark 2 
Jesus is said to eat “with tax collectors and sinners” at Levi's house. He is also, in a few 
places (cf. 2:1, 3:19b, 9:33) said to be in a house or even at home. Could these things 
contradict the itinerant thesis? In my view this is not the case. Jesus is nowhere saying 
that people cannot stay in the homes of others. His mission instructions at Mark 6:10 
make plain that he permits missionaries to stay with others. It seems plain from the 
gospel testimony that both he and his Followers do this yet without settling down. Mark 
is a gospel in which Following is a theme in any case. Even blind Bartimaeus Follows Jesus 


upon regaining his sight! (Mark 10:52b). 


This, then, is a basic case for an itinerant Jesus, an itinerant Jesus attested jointly by Q, 
Thomas and Mark and individually in Q, Thomas and Mark. (These | imagine, not 
insignificantly, to be the earliest sources interested in Jesus as a human being in his 
actions and relationships.) This is to say that | regard Jesus as an itinerant wanderer as 
being multiply and independently attested by these three gospels. | have no doubt that 
Further study in the doubly attested material between these three gospels would 
provide more food for thought on this subject as well. But now | must turn to asking 
what it means. To do this | turn to the work of Gerald Downing, a British scholar who, 
over at least the last 30-40 years, has been working on the notion of Jesus as a Jewish 
Cynic. He has written a number of book length treatments of this theme but | refer here 
primarily to his essay “Jesus and Cynicism” in the Handbook for the Study of the Historical 


Jesus, which is a standard modern reference work in the Field of historical Jesus studies. 
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That the “Jewish Cynic Jesus” thesis has not been well received in general by 
professional historical Jesus scholarship should be no surprise. This is a side effect of its 
sadly confessional bias (for it is largely made up of Christians). Historical Jesus and New 
Testament scholarship in general is held in the sway of a synoptic account of Jesus 
(where the narrative is taken as history) and also of a conception of Judaism that is all 
powerful. Jesus must be both as in the synoptics and totally (by which is meant 
exclusively) Jewish. So to conceive that he might be some version of a Hellenistic cultural 
critic or a member of some Greek school of thought seems to run contrary to both of 
these fixed lines of traditional scholarship. Therefore, it is noteworthy that Downing 
notes the aforementioned John Kloppenborg’s observation that “the hypothesis of a 
Jewish-Cynic strand in Christian origins seems to be expected to meet much higher 
standards than the critics deploy in their own alternative reconstructions”. The game is 
rigged, we should not be surprised to find. Downing outlines the generality of proposals 


that have led some scholars to talk of a Jewish Cynic Jesus thusly: 


“Proposals have varied, but attention has generally been focused on apparent similarities in 
the itinerant life-styles, including dress, of Cynics and of Jesus and his followers, their 
espousal of poverty, their eschewing gainful employment and so their dependence on 
others, their reliance on models drawn from non-human ‘nature,’ acting in a determined 
opposition to codes of civic respectability; together with particular attention to 
comparisons of their styles of communication and individual recorded actions and 


utterances.” 


Such proposals are Frustrated, though, by unfortunate scholarly habits: 
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“There is in fact very little independent evidence of any sort for popular culture in early 
first-century CE Galilee. The only at all extensive documents we possess that even claim 
relevance are the four gospels (of the New Testament)... The relevance of these may be 
argued, but there is no independent evidence by which to verify (or falsify) the conclusions 
proposed, as is shown by the varied and often conflicting conclusions reached by those who 
do restrict themselves to the sources listed... There is simply a powerful conventional and 


often unreflective restriction to this choice of illustrative material.” 


Downing, noting that often critics of the Jewish Cynic Jesus thesis will sometimes 
recourse to “coincidence” as a defence, makes a reasonable proposal, however, when he 


suggests what historians of Jesus should be doing: 


“if we find that some gospel matter significantly resembles Cynic tradition, and the 
similarity is greater than with any known contemporary native Jewish traditions, then we 
are justified in considering an hypothesis to account for this as being other than ‘pure 


coincidence.” 


Downing is surely right about this. We cannot, as historians, rule things out because they 
don’t Fit the ideas some other things have put into our heads, ideas we have perhaps 
become comfortable with. We must, in fact, always be ready to reshape or 
recontextualise those very ideas. And, what's more, the things against which we 
measure the historical Jesus in this case are not exactly static and singular in any case. 
This is not the case in early expressions of Christian belief (“Attempts to define an 
elaborate “essence” of the early Christian “way” will meet these days with incredulity”) 


or with Cynicism, a Greek phenomenon that spread across the entire Hellenistic world in 
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ways which sometimes had very different forms of expression such that “To demand 
that every item of all variants of Cynicism be matched in any Jewish Cynicism ascribed to 
Jesus is to ask for more to be included together there than is Found together in any 
acknowledged Cynic source.” This is to say that, if we are historical, there is no cardboard 
cut out Christian belief, no cardboard cut out Cynic belief or practice and no cardboard 


cut out Jesus or Judaism. 


One thing we can say, though, and something with which | agree with Downing on quite 
strongly, is to say that if Jesus be a Jewish kind of Cynic then this does not dejudaize him 
or remove him from a Jewish context. Besides the wisdom that in first century Galilee all 
Judaism was Hellenistic in any case (I have already suggested a double Roman/Jewish 


context For Jesus time and place above), we can say that: 


“if we do find in Jesus Cynic elements from the Greek tradition he remains no less a Jew 
than does Philo or Josephus or the author of the Wisdom of Solomon, or the writer of 4 
Maccabees—or those responsible for the Mishnah, and the Talmuds, with the Greek 


influence discernible there.” 


In short, the argument is not that Jesus is a Cynic (i.e. Greco-Roman) but that he is a 
Jewish kind of Cynic, that Judaism and Cynicism can be found mixed in the beliefs and 
practices of one person. Many critics of the Jewish Cynic Jesus thesis seem to Find this 


notion implicitly impossible for reasons illegitimately left unexplained. 


OF course, one problem here is lack of information. | have already noted that Mark, as 


one example, is a Fictional narrative set in Fictional time in which the connecting links are 
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narrative not history. As Downing parses this problem, “We do not know enough about 
Jesus to allow us to construct a clear account of the primitive church because we do not 
know enough about the primitive church to allow us to construct a clear account of 
Jesus.” This particular issue will not soon leave us and yet this is no excuse for making 
rash historical decisions. One set of such rash decisions is, as mentioned, on deciding 
what a “Jewish Cynic” might look like, something opponents of this thesis are often 
either shy of detailing or, contrariwise, over prescriptive in detailing. As Downing notes 
of a Jesus said to have been to the Decapolis, as Mark’s gospel reports, an area east of 


the Jordan which has historical Cynic links: 


“With so much variety and internal disagreement among designated Cynic sources, and so 
much evidence for eclecticism across named schools of thought, we are in no position to 
decide in advance what sets of Cynic practices and ideas could have been around in Gadara 
or in other towns of the Decapolis; nor that any Galilean encountering any such variant set 


must have felt bound to take it or leave it whole and entire.” 


In short, we historians or reconstructors of the past do not get to decide what a Cynic 
Jesus must look like. This is especially the case when there were variant forms of 
Cynicism and Jesus, should he have taken them up at all, is bound to take up no one form 
rather than another. Is it not more the correct logic to presume, as Downing argues, that 
“A chosen public lifestyle (such as that ascribed to Jesus) most likely presupposes its 
own social intelligibility’? We can at least concede that Jesus’ chosen mode of activity, 
homeless wandering, brings with it its own questions. But does not Jesus answer these 
admirably in the evidence | have already just brought Forth From Q, Thomas and Mark 


and in the mass of commentary | provided in the early part of this chapter? The question 
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becomes, in this context, if that is demonstrative of a kind of Jewish Cynicism and such a 


question is surely not out of bounds. 


So who were the Cynics (once again)? This seems kind of important to my case here. The 
Cynics of ancient Greece and Rome existed For perhaps 1000 years, 400 years before and 
600 years after the turn of the Common Era. The most famous Cynic is without doubt 
Diogenes of Sinope, a Greek from what is now the Turkish coast of the Black Sea. 
Diogenes, who my readers will be increasingly familiar with, is remarkably well attested 
throughout Hellenistic Greek and Roman literature and was clearly a popular Figure of 
the time, not least with those who would write about ethics. Many perhaps apocryphal 
stories have made it down even to our day about him and what he was like. He is said to 
have told the mighty Alexander the Great to move out of his sun, to have presented a 
plucked bird to Plato as an example of a man (thus refuting his definition of what a man 
was), to have shunned ordinary society by living in a barrel or large tub and to have done 
what we might regard as disgusting acts such as spitting in people’s Faces or performing 
bodily Functions in public places. So what were Diogenes, called “the dog” for his way of 
living, and the Cynics who would claim allegiance to his way of life about? What was the 


ethic of their lives? 


Put simply, it was naturalism, the belief that anything done according to nature could 
not be unethical. So why not masturbate in the street to relieve the sexual urge, as 
Diogenes is said to have done? Such urges are natural and normal and so not a cause for 
shame. They are also quite easily dealt with. Today if you masturbated openly in the 
street you would be treated with extreme suspicion as a person and certainly 


criminalised. But why? What ethical harm would have resulted From your action? To a 
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Cynic this would make no sense for natural things cannot be unethical. To a Cynic, in Fact, 
the problem was civilisation itself with its arbitrary customs and civilised ways that had 
no basis in nature at all. Cynics were those who wanted to uncivilise people and destroy 
the destructive civilising ideal which, for them at least, was contrary to nature. Cynics 
wanted a life without artifice and they criticised civilised life as something entirely 
artificial, something with no basis in anything at all. At the heart of this is the question of 
what the human animal is and what makes someone human. There is a well known story 
about Diogenes going around a market place in the daytime with a lantern looking for 
“an honest man” as many modern versions have it today. But the actual Greek states that 
Diogenes was searching for “a human being”. So the Cynic notion of ethics is to Follow 
that ethic which makes us human beings. And they did not think that the civilised, 
artificial customs of those who lived in cities were promoting this. They thought it was to 
make those who observed them less than human. A human being cannot be a slave to 
artificial customs in naturalistic Cynic thinking. The Cynic problematic, accordingly, was 
that most people appear human but are not because they have turned themselves into 
artificial, civilised beings instead. It might even be argued that they saw civilisation as a 


kind of nihilism based in empty notions of right and wrong. 


We moderns perhaps need to get under the skin of the Cynic mentality to have this make 
some sense to us since many of us are now many times more civilised, and so 
dehumanised in Cynic thinking, than those whom the Cynic historically addressed. Cynics 
were illegitimate or Foreign, outsiders, (one might even say “marginal”!) either in Fact or 
by declaration or both. One expression of this is their declaration of being cosmopolitan, 
citizens of the world, and thus of no nation or city state or nationalistic grouping which 


was to intentionally embrace the vulnerability this implies. The Cynic recognises 
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themselves as only a human being and oblivious of the distinctions of others, part of a 
natural world. Birth, upbringing, race, Family, gender, ethnicity are of no import. Cynics 
were then marginal meddlers, invalidating and defacing the civilised world. Not for them 
a life of attaining wealth or power or a higher standard of living. They willfully existed on 
a minimum, what nature provided, and their abode was whatever offered shelter. The 
Cynic does not even attain to the longest life possible. Today may be the first and last 
day of life and that is Fine. Their stance in life makes them antisocial unless amongst 
Fellow Cynics. Cynics also practiced shamelessness, as any naturalist must, shame being a 
thing upon which civil society is seen to run. Their naturalism could not allow shame for 
what animal, animals being those things that perfectly exemplify living according to 
nature, displays shame? But they called this shamelessness Freedom for when the animal 
acts "shamelessly" it does so not to break apparent rules but because it can, because 


nature allows. 


A number of Greek terms symbolise the Cynic ethic. Autarkeia, self-sufficiency, is 
certainly one. Euteleia, Frugality, is another. Parrhesia, freedom of speech, is yet another. 
Askésis, asceticism, is a Fourth. Cynics were happy to live life according to Tyche, chance, 
luck or contingency, to be atimia, without civic rights, to accept the ponoi, the hardships 
of a natural life lived according to physis, nature, and opposed to nomos, custom or law. 
Their archetype was Heracles who had completed twelve labours and they conceived of 
their own natural lives as labours too. Their antitype was Prometheus who had stolen 
fire From the gods and so enabled human beings to begin civilising themselves. Fire is 
symbolic here for with it we can become many things that we cannot without it. No 
other animal uses fire. It sets us apart From the natural world. Cynics would wash in cold 


water if they washed at all and would eat raw Food. IF they were male (we do have record 
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of at least one Female Cynic, Hipparchia, who was married to the Cynic Crates as | 
mentioned when discussing kynogamia in an earlier chapter) they would not shave and 
so they had long, unkempt beards and hair. They wore Few clothes and no shoes, the 
tribon or cloak being their one notable item of clothing. For the Cynic the simple life was 
the natural life and they accepted what hardships came along with this as part and 
parcel of what makes us human. They did not care for length of life For they valued its 
quality and authenticity over its amount. Ten years of naturalism trumps one hundred 
years of artificiality in the Cynic mind. Cynics were those who believed your form of life 
affected your being-in-the-world. They did not believe freedom was a matter of a 
physical situation for, as in a story told about Diogenes being made a slave, he still 
regarded himself as a king nevertheless. For Cynics a human being is born Free, a child of 


the natural world rather than a citizen of a state. 


Cynics acted with avowed ethical intent. They lived a life in pursuit of virtue and claimed 
to be demonstrating the virtuous life. To the civilised, however, they often appeared like 
dogs or savages, backwards, and as Luddites rejecting human progress. The term "Cynic”, 
which comes From the Greek for dog, was meant to be pejorative, an insult, but those so 
called actually saw in it a truthful and worthy designation. Cynics sought virtue and 
believed in reason. But they did not value the false and domesticated versions of these 
things they regarded as being found in civilisation. These things were more authentically 
Found in nature and they observed it for instruction as when Diogenes, seeing a child 
Scoop up water with cupped hands, threw away his cup. They had an ethic of simplicity 


such that, as William Desmond puts it in his book Cynics: 
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“in his seemingly universal nay-saying, the Cynic avoids traditional clothes, jewellery and 
bodily adornments for his own ‘uniform’; he restricts his diet; does not live in a house; 
derides bathing, sports, the Games; scoffs at festivals, sacrifice, prayer and religious life 
generally; does not marry, dodges work and steers clear of the courts, assembly, army and 
other arenas of political participation. He even strives to bust out of old patterns of talking, 


and tosses up for himself a wild new language.” 


The Cynic, in short, was a countercultural, a person who did not run with the herd, who 
did not tinker at the edge of life but argued that humans were going in entirely the 
wrong direction and risked not living their Full humanity at all. Accordingly, the Cynic had 
a different appreciation of time to those civilised who, necessarily, begin to write 
histories and build Future plans. The Cynic, on the contrary, lived in the ever present. An 
important Cynic precursor, Antisthenes, claimed to satisfy his desires with “whatever is 
present”, Diogenes was more concerned about the sun’s warmth than building an 
empire. Other Cynics claim they can own only the patch of ground they stand on or even 


nothing at all. 


One outworking of this belief about time and our place in it is that Cynics were not 
afraid to commit suicide when they believed their useful life was done. They did not, as 
more civilised notions up to today demonstrate more clearly, believe that one should 
strive to live as long as possible. So if today one should counter with all the supposed 
benefits that civilisation has brought us, not least medical, they would be met with a 
blank stare of irrelevance by a Cynic. Cynics were usually individualists without Family or 
children. This seems to have been a practical thing and was certainly tendentious since 


no Cynic could really deny that the sexual urge or procreation were contrary to nature. 
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However, they regarded themselves, as some classical texts show, as carers of humanity 
as a whole. Here, For example, is a section From the Dissertations of Epictetus: 

“"How then’, asked the young man, ‘will a Cynic preserve society’? In the name of God, man, 
who is the greater benefactor to mankind? Those who bring forth two or three ugly- 
snouted children to take their place, or those who watch over all mankind as best they can, 
observing what they do, how they spend their time, what they care for, and what they 


disregard contrary to their duty?’ 


So Cynics were individualists who saw themselves with a communal duty to enable 
people to live a Fully authentic humanity. But it was recognised that this was not easy 
and, indeed, its hardship was made a key part of the Cynic mentality. As William 


Desmond again writes in Cynics: 


"the Cynics simply enjoyed whatever was at hand, even if it were only lentils and sunshine. 
But to be able to enjoy the chance occurrences of the present is very difficult, and such a 
radical simplicity requires both physical and psychological discipline. Hence askésis was 
central to the Cynic lifestyle, although theirs was a cheerful and hedonistic, not a world- 
denying, asceticism. That is, they paradoxically welcomed pain as a necessary condition of 
elemental pleasure. Askésis made them true hedonists, to such an extent that they might 
even get pleasure in their self-chosen pains: ‘the scorn of pleasure is the greatest 
pleasure’... one can find a similar view adumbrated in Julian: the true Cynic must first 
practice askésis to free himself from the desire for pleasures, but once he is able to ‘trample’ 
on them at will, then ‘he may permit himself to dip into that sort of thing if it come his 


JAI 


way. 
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This is to say only that Cynics lived opportunistically, in the moment, as those who live by 
nature’s rules must. An animal, for example, may naturally Feed on what it can Forage For 
or kill, if it eats meat. But should it come across a cooked meal left in the street what 


animal would turn its nose up and pass it by? 


So this is a concise appreciation of the Cynic way. It is a naturalism which is claimed to be 
the way of virtue and of human authenticity. It is not recognised as the easy choice and, 
as we have seen, its pains are even taken as markers of its “elemental pleasure.” What | 
Find of importance here is the central notion that how you live affects and shapes you as 
a person which is true whether you accept the Cynics’ beliefs or not. The Cynic was 
saying that how you live (which is the ethical question) affects who you are and who you 
become. So we can see that their ethical intent is clear, again, whether you believe they 
were going about it the right way or not. Cynics did not divorce theory From practice and 
they were holists in this respect, viewing thought about life and “doing life” as 
essentially all of a piece. You need not theorise about how to be virtuous. You lived it. 
You demonstrated it. You made radical choices and lived their consequences. This is 
greatly to their credit and demonstrates how highly they held the notion of an ethical 


life. This is also relevant in its application to Jesus — or even putatively by him. 


Our question here, however, is not about the rights and wrongs, or the worthiness or 
stupidity, of the Cynic way of life. It is, instead, if we can marry this attitude to that of a 
Jew from Galilee or see it as a “matrix of understanding” For his own apparent beliefs, 
motives and actions. It is my view that even if not all of this fits Jesus in detail it certainly 
seems to in general as some kind of context and definitely to the extent that there is a 


case to be investigated. OF course, we must immediately concede that Jesus is a pious 
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Jew and one who in his own observance concedes the kingship of the Jewish god. But 
the thesis here being defended is that Jesus is a Jewish Cynic and not simply a Cynic. So, 
in that case, to believe in the Jewish god is not to deny any Cynicism. It is to affirm that 
aspects of Judaism and Cynicism be found in his way of living and his activities and can 
act as intellectual backgrounds and inspirations. But what can we say about Jesus in this 


Cynic context? Downing notes the following: 


“Jesus in the tradition commends the blessedness of the poor, forbids the accumulation of 
wealth, and judges it incompatible with service to God, demanding dispossession (Luke/Q[?] 
6:21-25; Luke/Q 12:22-31, 33-34; Luke/Q 16:13; Mark 10:17-26). So we find Jesus, with no 
clear precedent in his own culture, hitting on poverty as constitutive of the good life, of 
blessedness: an approach that for centuries in the Hellenistic world had been exhibited and 
commended and talked about and related in lively Cynic anecdotes that could be part of the 


school curriculum for anyone learning to write Greek.” 


Regarding the “lilies of the Field” saying, mentioned earlier, Downing has this to say: 


“So, if this is not reliant on Greco-Roman, and specifically Cynic tradition, we are asked to 
believe that Jesus, by coincidence, and quite independently, make[s] what is a frequent 
Cynic point, unprecedented otherwise in his native culture. And, as it happens, this complex 
sequence, though lacking Galilean Jewish cultural precedent is meaningful enough to have 
been remembered, recorded, repeated, in detail. Coincidences certainly do seem to be piling 


nu 


up. 
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Indeed, Downing sees general Cynic influence in the synoptics as a whole: “the sheer 
quantity of parable, metaphor and simile [in the synoptic tradition] would strongly 
reinforce the impression that anyone repeating this material was some sort of Cynic.” 
Here Downing suggests that how Jesus and his community of associates might be 


observed in their time and place is as Cynics. 


We may note that Downing had already made this point before in the essay in a 


discussion of the Cynic dress, something For which they were generally notable: 


“The evidence for a supposed uniformity in Cynic dress is in fact derived from a small 
number of caricatures derived from outsiders. If one looks at the Cynic sources themselves 
in detail (rather than at today’s or yesterday's generalizations...) there was even more 
variety in Cynic get-up (and in the terminology for the various items of “equipment” that 
might or might not be deployed) than we find among the sets of instructions in the synoptic 
gospels... The critics of any Jewish Cynic Jesus thesis tend to ignore or dismiss such 
inconvenient data, preferring, as noted earlier, a clearly defined Cynic appearance with 
which to contrast a clearly defined early Christian self-presentation. Yet to appear poorly 
dressed, to draw attention to yourself with a message encouraging poverty while relying on 
others’ support, is, in much of the first-century east Mediterranean world, certainly quite 


enough to risk being seen as a Cynic.” 


Such an appearance, physically but no less in terms of the reasoning behind it, certainly 
does stand out in purely Jewish context. | have already noted in my discussions of Jesus 
as an itinerant how he encouraged leaving home, Family and work for a life of homeless 


wandering, preaching a kingdom of God | call “the destitutes’ domain”. How do we 
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explain this in purely Jewish context? Do we need to when a Cynic model is so close at 
hand? Is it beyond the bounds of all historical possibility with all the numerous blind 
spots and lack of information we have about his first Followers and about Jesus himself? 
Personally, | cannot believe that it is. Once more, we are not arguing here that Jesus is a 
convinced Cynic. We are suggesting that enough Cynic influence exists that Jesus can 
meld some of this with his more Jewish concerns. As Downing makes the point himself: 
“The gospel evidence (in the absence of conclusive evidence to the contrary) seems to 
indicate a sufficient presence of popular Cynic influence within Galilean Israelite culture, 
to allow Jesus to make his own selection and form his own Jewish-Cynic synthesis, and 
be understood.” What's more, “Deploying much the same standards with much the same 
rigour as serve other competing hypotheses (no easier, no harsher), Jewish and Cynic 
elements in the early Christian movement, and specifically in the Jesus tradition, seem 


clearly arguable,... and to deserve open-minded appraisal.” 


Cynics were, in one respect, deep-seated cultural critics of their societies at the most 
Fundamental level — and this Fits Jesus. The very way they lived their lives denied and 
stood as a rebuke to the way everyone else did. In putting forward the thesis of a Jewish 
Cynic Jesus it is suggested that he was doing something similar From his own cultural 
location. His itinerancy, | would argue, as his message to the rich and about the poor, was 
a Jewish Cynic expression of this. Cynics called out artificiality and pretence wherever 
they saw it. So, it seems, did Jesus too. We can argue the similarities are coincidence, of 
course. Yet this risks setting Jesus in history as a novelty. Better, | think, to make a case 
for a Jewish Cynic Jesus who syncretizes both sides of that formulation in an 
idiosyncratic way to become a cultural critic of a different kind, one who does not just 


speak about “the kingdom of God” but acts it out and performs it here and now in a way 
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that appears a very Cynic expression of Judaism and Jewishness indeed. It would at least 
make Jesus a man and not a god — and in much Jesus scholarship that would be a major 


accomplishment in itself. 


Now if you asked me to give a slogan for what Jesus was historically about, | could give 
you one. That slogan is “Blessed are the destitute!” (Q 6:20b) This Four word phrase is 
where | start to think about Jesus historically and it is this phrase that | think all 
interpretations of Jesus that claim to be historical have to explain in their constructions of 
Jesus and it is what they have to explain the rest of the material in the light of. Saying 
that God's judgment is coming or that you should become like a child to enter God’s 
kingdom is all very well but Jesus expressly makes this domain a place of the blessed 
destitute who have no homes of their own - a political, economic and ethical thing to 
say. How can we possibly explain or justify such a belief, and cognate beliefs, which we 
Find in the Jesus tradition such as “Whoever finds their life will destroy it; and whoever 
destroys their life will Find it” (Q 17:33) or “The one who has become wealthy and has 
Found the world should renounce the world” (GTh 110) or “For those who want to save 
their life will lose it, and those who lose their life for my sake, and for the sake of the 
gospel, will save it” (Mk 8:35) or “Those who love their life lose it, and those who hate 
their life in this world will keep it for eternal life” (Jn 12:25)? Those Markan and 
Johannine sayings have clearly been redacted but it shows that the idea at the core of 
the saying was well known across numerous traditions and communities - and thought of 
value. So this kingdom of which Jesus speaks is a kingdom of the have nothings, of those 
“losing their lives” or “renouncing the world” and not, before someone jumps in, by 
martyrdom in a secondary or spiritual exegesis of the ideas behind the sayings such as 


Mark and John here clearly took up. Jesus pronounced poverty, having nothing, 
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renouncing wealth, as blessed. “The First will be last and the last, First” (Q 13:30 / Mk 


10:31 / GTh 14:2) Why? 


Leif Vaage and Vincent Wimbush edited an excellent book at the end of the last century 
entitled Asceticism and the New Testament. In it, biblical scholar Stephen Patterson pops 
up with an essay on askesis in the early Jesus tradition, especially Focused on Q and 
Thomas material (often this is parallel material as the inventory in this chapter will 
show). Patterson quotes John Kloppenborg’s view of Q which Burton Mack referenced 
earlier as presenting, “an ethic of radical discipleship which reverses many of the 
conventions which allow a society to operate, such as principles of retaliation, the 
orderly borrowing and lending of capital, appropriate treatment of the dead, 
responsible self-provision, self-defense and honor of parents” before going on to detail 
the work of German scholar Gerd Theissen in the 1970s which was a sociological study of 
the early Jesus communities of Galilee as “wandering radicals”. For Patterson, the 
sayings of Jesus we Find in Q and Thomas may have fit this milieu as the occasion of their 


original performance. His thesis is as Follows: 


“What these wandering radicals were doing was not so much a ‘mission’ as it was askesis. 
They were understood by their contemporaries to be not so much ‘leaders’ as ‘performers’ 
exemplifying through their activity a new understanding of human existence and of human 


life lived faithfully to God.” 


“The itinerant social radicalism characteristic of the earliest sayings tradition (imagined by 
Patterson as early forms of the sayings in Q and Thomas) is a form of askesis. It is a series of 


performances, done for others to see. The aim of these performances is to separate those 
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who participate in them from the dominant social ethos, to create a new network of social 
relations in which an alternative symbolic universe might be articulated. And out of that 
new combination of activities, relationships, and discourse, those who participate begin to 
develop of new sense of self, a new way of being in the world, to which others might be 


drawn.” 


“The itinerants are no longer simple beggars, but agents of God's reign. They are no longer 
themselves—artisans, farmers, fishers, clerks, weavers, maids—but have constructed 


and/or been constructed into a new subjectivity.” 


It is Patterson's postulate that these people, the people we read about when Jesus gives 
his “mission instructions” From the gospel tradition at places like Mark 6 or Q 10, were 
natural ascetics. Here “natural asceticism” is a term for that type of living which is 
according to nature or living simply as opposed to the popular understanding of 
asceticism which is more typified by deliberately inviting or causing suffering to oneself. 


As Patterson himself puts it: 


“Natural asceticism... aims to reduce life to its simplest form—plain clothing, basic shelter, 
moderate fasting, drinking only water, sexual abstinence—to reaffirm creation’s basic 
goodness and adequacy. The point is not to destroy the body, but to free it from the 


passions and thereby to return it to health.” 


Using a phrase of Bruce Malina’s, Patterson describes this program and outlook as a 
matter of “shrinking the self,” a form of reorienting one’s subjectivity. It is exactly about 


becoming a different kind of person and, as part of a community that does this, of 
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reshaping society itself. Patterson co-opts fellow scholar Richard Valantasis to help flesh 


out this notion of asceticism among the Jesus community: 


“Asceticism... may be defined as performances within a dominant social environment 
intended to inaugurate a new subjectivity, different social relations, and an alternative 


symbolic universe.” 


"Asceticism does not simply reject other ways of living (that is the misconception denoted 
by the negative implications of the word “asceticism”), but rather asceticism rejects 
precisely in order to embrace another existence, another way of living embodied in a new 
subjectivity, alternative social relations, and a new imaging of the universe. And this 
intentionality has power—power to create a new person, power to restructure society, 


power to revise the understanding of the universe." 


Here mention of a Jesus forebear | have not discussed, but which is important to the 
New Testament gospels, John the Baptist, becomes important since he is, perhaps, the 
most obviously ascetic (and, incidentally, certainly non-Cynic) Figure in those gospels (as 
one dwelling in the desert wastelands by the Jordan river) and there was clearly 
something going on between him and Jesus which we intuit by how the gospels dance 
around treating the two of them together and John’s baptism of Jesus itself. We should 
take note of how Matthew, Mark and Luke all find their own ways to parallel the two, 
having them line up in honour of the same kingdom program. (Matthew achieves this by 
giving them the same message at 3:2 and 4:17 of his gospel.) This route, however, is 
simultaneously impossible For John’s gospel since there Jesus begins as a heavenly being 


- and steadfastly remains one throughout the narrative. Yet even in this gospel the 
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Baptist is enlisted to speak on behalf of Jesus and to “testify” both to him and to the 
Fact that he himself is not such a big cheese in comparison (Jn 1:19-34). The historical 
take away From all this, as well as the later cameo to do with the Baptist being arrested 
and killed, is that the gospels wanted no confusion about who was who but that there 
must have at least been some possibility of confusion to begin with for them to be 


issuing their own clarifications. 


Jesus himself, in the tradition, states that there was no one greater than John... except 
the least in the new kingdom he is preaching and teaching about (GTh 46, Mt 11:11 and 
Lk 7:28) which suggests honour yet also disparity. So it seems safe to agree with some 
scholars here that Jesus and John were cognisant of each other and had some form of 
relationship, at least at one point. What or how this affected Jesus is a matter of 
speculation but clearly if Jesus was with John For any length of time he would have seen 
and practiced his lifestyle too giving him First hand experience of an expressly ascetic 
way of living. When we see Jesus sending out people with nothing, expressly making 
them reliant on the help of others, in other words, deliberately making them so 
destitute they couldn't look after themselves (with this being the point!), should we 
therefore be surprised? It is this Jesus who argues that such community members should 
not worry because god feeds the birds and clothes the Flowers of the Field (Q 12:22-31). 
IF this is not Jesus reorienting people’s understanding of themselves under what he 
imagined as God's rule (rather than private accumulation of wealth or commerce or even 
empire building or in service of some earthly patron) then | don’t know what else it could 
be. At Mark 10:17-22 Jesus tells his rich inquirer who has Followed the law all his life to 


sell all he has, become destitute, have nothing, and follow him. The man goes away 
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downcast for a kingdom of ascetic poverty and literal destitution was clearly not 


appealing to him. 


So, in fact, | have a threefold reason for Focusing on poverty and the destitutes’ domain 
Jesus preached. The first is the influence of John the Baptist on Jesus and his 
acquaintance with him, a noted ascetic. The second is the preponderance of “poverty 
talk,” and so the need to account for this Fact, in the Jesus tradition and the third is an 
interest in Cynic parallels exactly because of what those texts say and because Cynics 
were the singularly noted eulogisers of poverty in the Greco-Roman world. The 
especially relevant texts (presented here with all known parallels for reference 
according to an original inventory composed by John Dominic Crossan) for such an 


agenda from my earlier inventory are then the Following ones: 


Mission and Message (1a) 1 Cor 9:14; (1b) 1 Cor 10:27; (2) GTh 14:4; (3) Q: = Luke 10: (1), 


4-11 = Matt 10:7, 10b, 12-14; (4) Mark 6:7-13 = Matt 10: 1, 8-10a, 11 = Luke 9:16; (5) 1 Tim 


5:18b. 


First and Last: (1) GTh 4:2; (2) Q: Luke 13:30 = Matt 20:16; (3) Mark 10:31 = Matt 19:30. 


Blessed the Destitute: (1) GTh 54; (2) Q: Luke 6:20 = Matt 5:3; (3) Jas 2:5. 


Blessed the Persecuted: (1a) GTh 68; (1b) GTh 69:1; (2a) Q: Luke 6:22-23 = Matt 5:11-12; 


(2b) Matt 5:10; (3a) 1 Pet 3:14a; (3b) 1 Pet 4:14. 
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Saving One's Life: (1) Q: Luke 17:33 = Matt 10:39; (2) Mark 8:35 = Matt 16:25 = Luke 9:24; 


(3) John 12:25-26. 


Against Anxieties: (1) GTh 36; (2) Q: Luke 12:22-31 = Matt 6:25-33. 


Hating Ones Family: (1a) GTh 55:1-2a; (1b) GTh 101; (2) Q: Luke 14:25-26 = Matt 10:37. 


The Feast: (1) GTh 64:1-2; (2) Q: Luke 14:15-24 = Matt 22:1-13. 


Blessed the Hungry: (1) GTh 69:2; (2) Q: Luke 6:21a = Matt 5:6. 


Foxes Have Holes: (1) GTh 86; (2) Q: Luke 9:58 = Matt 8:19-20. 


Give Without Return: (1) GTh 95; (2) Q: Luke 6:30,34,35b = Matt 5:42. 


Jesus’ True Family: (1) GTh 99; (2a) Mark 3:19b-21,31-35 = Matt 12:46-50 = Luke 8:19-21; 


(2b) Gos. Eb. 5. 


Eating with Sinners: (1a) Mark 2:13-17a = Matt 9:9-12 = Luke 5:27-31; (1b) Gos. Eb. 1¢; (1c) 


Luke 15:1-2. 


The Rich Man: (1a) Mark 10:17-22 = Matt 19:16-22 = Luke 18:18-23; (1b) Gos. Naz. 16a. 


Become Passers By: (1) GTh 42. 


Finding the World: (1) GTh 110. 


What this tightly knit inventory shows is a Jesus who embraces poverty and sends out 
people who will be dependent on others. Jesus deliberately removes from those being 
sent the means for a better self-sufficiency such that they will have to rely on the land 
(thought of as God’s bounty) but more especially other people For Food and shelter. This 
Jesus thinks the destitute are the blessed ones and that the last will be first. What's 
more, he teaches that those who lose their life will save it and that those hearing him 
should not be anxious For their daily needs. He teaches that God’s kingdom is like a feast 
and one in which God invites all who will come (who will sit together next to one another 
regardless of societal morals or distinctions) rather than the great and the good. The 
hungry, he teaches, will be Filled and so his Followers should not concern themselves if 
they have eschewed the natural protection of home and Family. Human beings, says he, 
have nowhere to lay their heads. It is now the case that those who join this community 
are Family so if you have you should give without expecting return, something which 
would make you destitute as a logical consequence, and so reduce your own situation in 
life to one of these destitutes. Jesus challenged those who came to him to forego their 
wealth or material security (of family or patron, for example) and follow him in a 
movement of the Cynic homeless, those who were “passers by;” for Jesus, renouncing 
the world was finding authentic life and renewing Israel (a theological and socio-political 
conception). IF we ask how these destitute were to survive, the answer was by an 
unshakeable reliance on God in a theological sense and a dependence on the community 
of those others who shared their mentality in a socio-economic and political sense. To 
share with this community, but especially to share a meal, was for Jesus an example of 


God's reign, and the destitutes’ domain, in action. 
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Meanwhile, in a paper published by the Journal of Biblical Literature, David Seeley makes 


the Following claim: 


“most students of antiquity would recognize as a Cynic one who: (a) was itinerant; (b) lived 
and preached a life-style of poverty; (c) criticized social norms - notably, family ties; (d) 
advocated reliance on God's power, (e) especially as that power is seen in natural processes; 
and (f) inhabits and invites others into a divinely established realm. Comparisons can be 


made with Jesus regarding each of these items.” 


Seeley lists a selection of Q texts in support of this claim: 


Itinerancy: Q 10:2-12; poverty: Q 12:33-34; 16:13; Family: Q 12:52-53; 14:26; God's power: 


Q 11:9-13; 12:4-7; nature: Q 12:22-31; cf. 13:18-21; kingdom: Q 7:28; 10:9; cf. 13:18-21. 


Seeley does this because scholars wanting to set out a purely Jewish Jesus often claim 
that Cynicism is very disparate (one imagines so they don’t have to say Jesus fits within 
it). Seeley also complains that scholars often talk about “Judaism” in first century 
context in great distinction to Cynicism, perhaps imagining, or at least not being clear 
and strident enough in disputing, that Judaism too was hardly a monoculture. He writes: 
“Were there really more differences among Cynics than there were between, say, Philo 
and the Qumran community? IF not, then in principle we should be as willing to advert to 
the one tradition as to the other.” And, of course, it matters that scholars often don’t do 
this, using Cynicism’s diversity as a stick to beat it with and imagining there are no 
markers of Cynicism by which to designate Jesus as a kind of Cynic, but when it comes to 


Judaism its equal diversity has no effect on the designation of Jesus as within the 
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bounds of Judaism at all. It is more at the level of an assumption that he was and 


scholars then work to articulate him in such terms. 


Yet it seems to me that if Jesus can easily be seen within the bounds of a diverse first 
century Judaism then he can also equally be seen as within the bounds of a diverse First 
century Cynicism, a philosophy itself known to value poverty and denigrate wealth which 
Jesus surely did, and with better Cynic precursors for this than Jewish ones (for while 
there were certainly rich Jews there were never any rich Cynics; one we know of, Crates, 
gave all his wealth away [as Jesus might suggest] specifically to become one, however). 
So surely even-handed scholarship requires such a concession, this equal treatment of 
evidence? Phenomena like Judaism or Cynicism evidence a broad spectrum of opinion 
and practice and we cannot demand that historical characters be those who tick off a 
pre-formulated checklist of boxes to be included within them. Yet, as Seeley has already 
pointed out, even such markers of the Jesus tradition as are evident seem to put Jesus 
within the bounds of antique Cynicism in any case. Should the scholarly proclivity to 
expound on his connection to Judaism also be relevant, as it surely is, then | submit that 
we have a double matrix to understand him within rather than a singular one. Jesus, at 
the very least, evidences “family resemblances” to both and the poverty theme finds a 


double heritage. 


Here the following paragraph From Seeley’s paper is very important: 


“Such a connection does not, however, mean that Jesus was a Cynic. According to Eddy, ‘to 


claim that Jesus' use of aphoristic wisdom and biting wit is best understood within the 


context of Hellenistic Cynicism is to miss the most plausible context: Jewish wisdom’. 
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But no one has said that Jesus' use of Cynic thought kept him from using Jewish thought as 


well. 


Downing says that Jesus fashioned a ‘marriage’ of Cynic ideas ‘with his own native Judaism 
and that Jesus the Jew must also be seen as Jesus the Cynic.’ Burton Mack says that Jesus' 


speaking style is ‘very similar to the Cynic way with words.’ 


To be similar to one thing still allows for being similar to something else. 


In fact, Mack has explicitly stated that he sees Jesus as using Jewish wisdom: ‘One might 
imagine Jesus doing at a popular level what many Jewish intellectuals did at a more 
sophisticated and conceptual level, namely, combining Jewish and Hellenistic traditions of 
wisdom in order to make critical judgments about the times and to propose a religious ethic 


held to be in keeping with Jewish ideals.” 


The point here is that designating Jesus within a Cynic family of ideas does not make him 
less Jewish or even non-Jewish (as several scholars have maintained in increasingly shrill 
tones in recent decades as the Cynic thesis has been presented). It makes him relatable 
to both areas of concern For we do not live in a world of such a necessary either/or. (One 
thinks, For example, of “British Muslims” or “American Hindus”.) Seeley, at least, sees in 
the work of Downing, Mack and Crossan, three of the more vocal proponents of a Jesus 
related to Cynicism, no sense that this makes the same Jesus someone who cannot be 
related to his native Judaism as well. The point here is that a static and dogmatic version 
of either Cynicism or Judaism is simply bad scholarship. We should instead think of 


relationship to different Forms of traditions and different expressions of practice and of 
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both phenomena as a spectrum rather than as static and monotone. In the same way we 
do not need to think of Jesus joining a cabal of Cynics (which they didn’t Form anyway!) in 
order to speak of possible Cynic influence. We need only posit trade routes along which 
such people passed. Such went through Galilee and were even close to Nazareth. So why 
cannot Jesus’ kingdom of the destitute combine both Cynic and Jewish contexts that 


both thought worlds help explain and would have something to say about? 


So let us now try to get real about Jesus imagined as a historical person. The subject of 
this chapter, a historically understood Jesus who pronounced, and lived, in an imagined 
domain of radically egalitarian destitute poverty, relies on an observed difference and 
diversity in the earliest remembrances of Jesus in the gospel sources with a Further 
Focus on one particular component of that diversity, the putative earliest beginnings of 
what become the Q Gospel and the Gospel of Thomas. (Documents have their own 
putative histories here which scholars work to reconstruct resulting in putative Q1/Q2 or 
T1/T2 layers, or complexes of sayings such as the “Common Sayings Tradition” [CST] 
which John Dominic Crossan discusses in his The Birth of Christianity by taking some work 
of Stephen Patterson's to cross reference sayings in Q with Thomas to analyse what 
results From this. In my own work elsewhere | have Focused on this particularly.) In this, 
however, you should not imagine that | plump for these sources as “true” where other 
witnesses, such as Paul or Mark, are False. It is not any part of my argument in this 
chapter that any of these witnesses are not witnesses to some form of veneration of, or 
belief in, or remembrance of, Jesus. Indeed, it is the point of this chapter that they might 
all be and so that diversity of remembrance and interpretation, rather than a narrow 
uniformity, is the historical truth and, further, so that modern notions of orthodox and 


heterodox are utterly out of place when applied to the earliest period after the 
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crucifixion and, for some, the resurrection of Jesus. | do, however, think that not all 
remembrances of Jesus were the same, that they were different and multiple, and | also 
have my doubts that all of them can be called “Christian” - as some scholars seem to 
want to do today in a vain attempt at some version of quality control or policing of the 
remembered past. It is my suggestion, however, that the remembrances we see in the 
earliest layers of Q and/or Thomas, and so in the sayings that make up any putative 
“Common Sayings Tradition” from these sources ,might not appropriately be described 
as “Christian” (as we should not expect them to be since Jesus was himself no Christian — 
that being a view of others about — and after — him) at all and that they are none the 
worse or, indeed, any less true for that. It all depends, of course, what you regard the 


defining marks of “Christianity” to be. 


What, then, of Q1, T1 and the Common Sayings Tradition or even of Q and Thomas, the 
documents they are imagined as formative stages of — all of which | have discussed 
above as regular and legitimate historical sources? | have myself become convinced that 
such documents and constructions are what scholar Stephen Patterson calls examples of 
“actualized eschatology” in their creation and ideology. For example, this is what 
Patterson has to say about Thomas as a whole in his 1993 book, The Gospel of Thomas 


and Jesus: 


“This is not realized eschatology, it is actualized eschatology. If the kingdom is to exist at 


all, it is up to Thomas Christianity to make it exist.” 


This “Thomas Christianity”, he continues: 
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“offers a real, present challenge to the world. It calls into question the ways of the world, 
its standards, its goals, its notion of what is meaningful in life. Thomas Christianity’s social 


radicalism, as a form of asceticism, has precisely this effect.” 


Patterson thinks of Thomas as about “Christianity” but this is bizarre when Thomas has 
no Christ, has no interest in a resurrected Jesus, and never calls Jesus “Christ” either. So, 
| suggest, whatever it is about “Christianity” isn’t it - even if only in a pedantic sense. Yet 
it is similar thinking we also see in Burton Mack’s version of Q1 and it is what we see, if 
we look, in John Dominic Crossan’s versions of the beginnings of Q and Thomas too if we 
read his The Birth of Christianity. What this all amounts to, | believe, in the origins of both 
books, is not a “Christianity” but it is a domain, in both texts, that is made present by 
doing and specifically by the doing of the communities that created them and potentially 
by those who hear or read them. This is not a domain Jesus makes present by his special 
nature, must less by cosmically significant actions he takes, either knowingly or 
unknowingly, which are later raised to significance by the commentary and recitation of 
“Christian” others (reconstructed early Forms of Q lack reference to Jesus as “Christ” as 
well). It is, instead, a domain made actual by repetition and reproduction. It is a 
performative domain of those who regard their Function in society as to be critiques of 
society's norms, values and habits. It is groups of social nobodies imagining that their 
nothing can be a domain and seeing through the imagined substance that civilised 
societies will customarily give to their entirely artificial creations by constituting 
institutionalised relationships that books and communities like those of Thomas and Q 


seek to refuse and resist. 


978 


Asking myself what | might characterise this as for myself, so as not to simply rely on the 
constructions of others, and taking all | have so Far said into account, | came up with the 
notion of “Cynic eschatology” (about which more shortly). But this should not be 
immediately misunderstood as me saying that those behind either Q or Thomas were a 
Formal version of someone we would designate as a Cynic nor that either of these books, 
in whole or part, follows such an agenda (which is my interpretational invention). It is my 
understanding of reading scholars such as Burton Mack, John Dominic Crossan or Gerald 
Downing that “Cynic” in their usage always means “Cynic-like” for | give them the credit 
for realising that what a Cynic even was in the ancient world is a disputed thing and by 
no means bound to be exactly the same from one example to another. Most Cynics, For 
example, often appear to have been single. Yet Crates and Hipparchia engaged in 
kynogamia. We still regard them as Cynics, however. So in saying now that Thomas and 
Q, in my interpreted view having read the historical views of several scholars, exhibit the 
characteristics of “Cynic eschatology”, and, in my view, more especially in the formative 
or kernel layers of said books they have critiqued, | am saying that they exhibit the Cynic 
“civilisation denying”, desire For a world watched over by the gods (in Jewish context, of 
course, by the Jewish God) and that they offer this kingdom of God to others not in 
return for a hand up in civic society but in a simple mutuality which reverses and 


challenges values. 


Here we are talking about, to quote Downing, “counter cultural behaviours as criticism 
of prevailing cultural arrangements.” Cynics, we may recall, wished to exchange nomos, 
law or custom, for physis, nature. God's kingdom in the teaching and activity of Jesus, 
thus, was a matter of a direct imposition of the natural order of things as watched over 


and arbitrated by God or the gods. The eschatology (eschaton = “last days”) | am 
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imagining here is that in such a Cynic stance to society that society and culture are 
denied and “undesired” and refused by those taking part in such a deliberate social 
critique. The apparent stances of those we see reflected and imagined in constructions 
such as Q1, T1 and the Common Sayings Tradition by the scholars | reference are then 
those which critique the prevailing political, cultural and social conditions in the ways 
they reimagine existence and act as encouragement to perform the conditions of their 
imagined kingdom of God or, in my terms, destitutes’ domain. For these people belief + 
practice = lifestyle. That lifestyle is regarded as an actualised “kingdom of God” and that 
kingdom stands as a challenge to, and a denial of, the kingdoms and practices of their 
present world experience — with their own kings, emperors and authorities. | conceive of 
this as a whole as not Christian at all in some originary sense that goes back to Jesus and 
his immediate collaborators, a Jewish-Cynic hybrid, and as connected to Christianity by 
others only because the same Jesus is a common point of origin for both phenomena. 
That some of Thomas and all of Q is later pulled into a more dogmatic phenomenon over 
time, Christianity (in various branching versions), and swallowed whole in later 
interpretation may then be seen as both unfortunate and, on this historical construction, 


misleading. 


This phraseology of “Cynic eschatology” may, | concede, seem like a curiosity to some, an 
impossibility to others and perhaps even to some others as an attempt to blind with 
rhetoric. It is, | think, none of these things although, | again concede, it may turn out that 
|, or others, can think of a better name for it than this. Yet | insist that what | am trying to 
indicate with this idea is entirely serious and does some real work. The issue is this. When 
| study the traditions about Jesus, either on a wider scale or even within the limits of 


deconstructions of Q and Thomas down to their earliest Forms (which | have researched 
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considerably and written about elsewhere), there are two phenomena | seem unable to 


get rid of. 


The first is “eschatology”, a commonality of study of historical Judaism in the time 
period and something all scholars of any kind interested in First century Judaism and 
Palestine insist was its stable diet in common thought. Its primary symbol in the gospels 
is ‘the kingdom of God’ and, even if that were the only eschatological thing in the 
traditions about Jesus (which it isn’t), then that would be enough to demonstrate 
eschatology was a primary motivation of the earliest currents of the Jesus movement. 
We may also note, as Fans of an apocalyptic Jesus who was a dying and rising god always 
do, that eschatology and talk about “end times” abounds throughout the Jesus tradition 
and the New Testament as a whole. It cannot be avoided or marginalised so, instead, it 
must be explained. But there is another phenomenon | cannot eradicate in those same 
traditions either and | hinted at it earlier when | made the point that | do not consider 
anyone to have adequately understood what Jesus and his earliest movement were 
about that cannot explain why “Blessed are the destitute, For yours is the kingdom of 
God” does not seem to be right at the centre of everything that movement was about. 
There really only was one movement in the ancient world at that time and location that 


eulogized poverty and that was the movement known as Cynicism. 


My problem now, though, is that biblical scholarship, From an evangelical apocalyptic 
eschatological side and from a liberal sapiential wisdom side, will rise up against me on 
both flanks to attack me by saying that those two concepts are mutually refuting. One 
cannot be eschatological and a Cynic, a Cynic and eschatological. In this chapter, 


however, | am going to beg to differ. | think, on the one hand, that Cynicism is actually a 
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Greek kind of eschatology. | also think that eschatology can refuse the apocalyptic 
language and thought (a physically ending world) that so many who see an 
eschatological Jesus seem unable to resist as a consequence. So my task here is to show 
how Jesus and his earliest Followers, at least in Q and Thomas if not also when using a 
wider concatenation of sayings as a database, lies at an intersection of good, honest 
Cynicism and an entirely Jewish eschatological frame of reference. My argument, then, is 
NOT that Jesus was a Cynic. That would be to misconstrue my point. It is to argue that 
Jesus and his movement saw themselves within an eschatological frame of reference 
(which would be entirely unremarkable for the time and place) which combines Jewish 
eschatology (but not with an apocalyptic self referentiality on Jesus’ part) with a Cynic 
cast of thought such that the lifestyle they moulded for themselves must equally be 
described in terms of both. In fact, without one, the other is not enough to account for 
the totality of the evidence. Let me explain by once again adverting to the thought 


world of a Cynic. 


Let us refresh our memories. If, for example, we consider a popular anthology about the 
Cynics such as Robert Dobbin’s The Cynic Philosophers from Diogenes to Julian what do 
we learn about this way of life and the thought associated with it? In this book Dobbin 
gives a concise introduction to the Cynics in terms of their ethics and values and the key 
themes which identify them to others before sketching out biographies of a list of Cynic 
notables of whom, of course, the most important, the Cynic icon himself, Diogenes ‘the 
Dog’, is paramount. (Interestingly, and perhaps surprisingly, Dobbin also makes 
reference to ‘The historical Jesus as a Jewish Cynic’ here too!) Thereafter, Dobbin 
anthologizes a concatenation of ancient texts relevant to Cynics and Cynicism to give 


readers a feel for this phenomenon in the period of Hellenistic Greece and Rome. 
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However, the question immediately needs to be asked if ‘Cynicism’ is so easily pinned 
down or if, in Fact, it is more a Fact of ‘the Cynics’ as a matter of individual Cynic 
performance than ‘Cynicism’ as a movement. Disparity between the actions and beliefs 
of individual Cynics, albeit that betray familial similarities, is, in Fact, one of its most 
profound legacies. In his work writing of the lives of ancient philosophers, For example, 
Diogenes Laertius makes this point himself when he discusses the “doctrines Found 
among Cynics in general, working on the presumption that Cynicism really is a distinctive 
school of philosophy and not — as some maintain — just a way of life.” | myself would Fall 
at that end of the spectrum which regards it more as a “way of life” than a “school of 
philosophy”. Cynicism had no tests to pass to become a Cynic. One did not go anywhere 
to “learn” it (unless it was back to the wild). Indeed, Cynics are, in fact, autodidacts and 
the normal Cynic mode of learning was observation of nature and the use of your God- 
given reason to learn From what you observed. That said, students of the ancient Cynics 
still manage to Fettle From these disparate individuals (and often they were individuals 
although even this is not uniform) a set of markers which, in cross referencing them, 


leads us to those we might describe as ‘Cynic’. Such a list goes something like this: 


*reversal of values 

*acceptance of suffering and an attitude of endurance 

*imagining the way to the blessing of contentment has been found (where this involves 
both justice and virtue) 

*a simplicity of existence 

*askesis 

*an attitude which defaces the currency of civilisation 


*renouncing of possessions, Fame and power 
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*having a philosophy that is a lifestyle rather than a set of beliefs 

*a withdrawal From traditional institutions and disinterest in them as entities 
*acting with the licence of the outsider 

*eulogizing poverty 

*self-sufficiency 

*detachment from civic and economic society 

*living with nature 

*bold speech 

*being regarded by the populace as “wise” and as acting out of a moral reason 
*a distinctive dress of cloak, bag and staff 


*a performative, educating purpose to their existence 


IF we cross reference Jesus and his movement using the texts | have discussed in this 
book it is my view that we get a fair amount of interaction between them and such 
markers of the Cynic as | have referenced here from a reading of Dobbin’s book and, in 
doing that, as | will shortly, it is important to remember that the canonical gospels, which 
are mythological and Fictional presentations of Jesus that set him in an entirely Jewish 
milieu within the Roman empire, have no special historical call to be regarded as the 
definitive setting of Jesus and those who were round about him. This is exactly what 
Burton Mack complains about in his 2001 book The Christian Myth when he bemoans the 
Fact that a myth such as that created by the New Testament has now simply been taken 
For true because its context (the New Testament myth) has been added to its content to 
give us its meaning. This is not simply a matter of creative writing which creates a 
context for the content but also of such writing excluding other contexts For its content 


(such as a Cynic context, for example). The historical question then becomes why we 
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should accept the New Testament context given and especially why we should do that 
without at least exploring other possible contexts. In the Face, for instance, of a theory 
like that which posits a Q Gospel in several layers and where the first layer, by any 
reasonable viewing, seems to have numerous Cynic markers within it (as we saw in the 
exegesis of Burton Mack earlier in this chapter), and where the second layer, which 
subsequently contextualises and resets the meaning of the first layer within the very 
different world of Jewish apocalypticism, changes the meaning of the whole, we can 
legitimately ask if the meaning of Jesus and his movement is not changing as time goes 
on and, that being so, ask what the movement may have originally meant and been 
about. What, for example, might we make of this tight group of sayings plucked from 


towards the end of a putative reconstruction of a First layer of Q? 


"Everyone who glorifies himself will be humiliated, and the one who humbles himself will 


be praised." 


"A man once gave a great banquet and invited many. At the time For the banquet he sent 
his servant to say to those who had been invited, ‘Please come, for everything is now 
ready.’ But they all began to make excuses. The first said to him, 'I've bought a farm, and 
| must go and see it. Please excuse me.' And another said, 'I've just bought Five pair of 
oxen and | need to check them out. Please excuse me.’ And another said, ‘I've just 
married a woman and so | can't come.' The servant came and reported this to his master. 
Then the owner in anger said to his servant, 'Go out quickly to the streets of the town 
and bring in as many people as you find.’ And the servant went out into the streets and 


brought together everybody he could Find. That way the house was filled with guests." 
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"Whoever does not hate his Father and mother will not be able to learn from me. 
Whoever does not hate his son and daughter cannot belong to my school. Whoever does 


not accept his cross and so become my follower, cannot be one of my students.” 


“Whoever tries to protect his life will lose it; but whoever loses his life on account of me 


will preserve it." 


"Salt is good; but if salt loses its taste, how can it be restored? It is not good for either 


the land or the manure pile. People just throw it out." 


These are the sayings of what scholars now call Q 14 with the interpolating Q 17:33 
which is customarily repositioned within Q 14 by those same scholars. | am using Mack’s 
translation of the material and it is all to be found in his putative Q1. It reads to me asa 
mini Cynic catechesis for it praises humility, it speaks of a feast that all alike can enjoy 
regardless of status or economic position, it Fundamentally disrupts the major social and 
economic unit of society, and especially ancient society, the family, it speaks of 
destroying your own life but, exactly in doing that (because of the wise teaching of 
Jesus), Finding it, and it reminds those hearing the teaching of Jesus the wise that in 
order to be society's educators hearers must retain that salty zing which enables them to 
be an example at all. (To mix metaphors, their life and practice must retain a cutting 
edge.) In doing all that, Jesus uses bold speech to do so, he encourages people to detach 
themselves from society, which infers a renouncing of possessions which may lead to a 
necessary self-sufficiency and which itself, in turn, reverses society’s values. What does 
this have to do with a more traditional (and much more well known) gospel Jesus from 


the New Testament who is an apocalyptic, “end of days”, figure who died, rose again and 


986 


may yet return as part of some overarching and resurrectional salvific scheme? In my 
view, next to nothing. Its simply a different interpretation of a putatively historical 


Jesus. 


But things are not that simple for what I do see here in these very obvious Cynic parallels 
| have repeatedly mentioned in this chapter is a Form of eschatology. Cynicism, as | see it, 
was a Civilisation-denying phenomenon that performatively prophesied, and practised, 
the end of civilisation itself in its current form and relations and saw a contrary 
uncivilised blessedness without civilisation, a new world kingdom under the gods that 
was definitively and forever changed; in this sense, it was world-ending. This is, to me at 
least, a form of eschatology but its not the Day of the Lord, ‘coming on the clouds of 
heaven’ kind that was birthed within Judaism. Its a very much more present, procedural, 
actualized, imminent kind of eschatology - a kind you act out and create fictively 


amongst yourselves in your human relations and the imaginary which sustains them. 


So when | talk about “Cynic eschatology” what | mean is this world refusing and 
reimagining kind of eschatology, one which fuses this Cynic understanding with a 
naturally and expected Jewish expression of the same - for Jesus was a Jew as no one 
reasonably denies and as the customary expression ‘kingdom of God’ indicates. But, if 
this is to be realistically true, what does it look like? | can immediately think of 34 
relevant texts in relation to this question (from the “Common Sayings Tradition” referred 
to earlier so relevant to putative early layers of the texts now known as the gospels 
Thomas and Q) and | want to go through these with you now to fill out this concept 
“Cynic eschatology” by means of examples and their aggregation in order to hopefully 


demonstrate that this is not mere wishful thinking on my part but rather the 
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identification of something worth studied time and examination, something which gets 
to a historical meaning for the political, economic and ethical activity of Jesus and his 


community. 


Examples of Cynic Eschatology 


In his two volume introduction to the New Testament first published in the 1980s 


Helmut Koester had the following to say about the earliest Form of Q: 


“The key to the understanding of the theology of the earliest form of Q is the ‘Inaugural 
Sermon’ of Jesus that is largely preserved in Luke 6:20--49. The promise of the blessings for 
the poor, the hungry, and those who are in sorrow determines the status of these believers 
and commits them to Jesus' command to love even their enemies, that is, to relinquish all 
worldly power. Discipleship of Jesus implies renunciation of the world and of its social 
bonds (Q/Luke 14:26-27). The portions of the speeches about the sending of the disciples 
that derive from Q demand homelessness and renunciation of all possessions (Q/Luke 10:2- 
12, 16). Discipleship requires the adoption of an itinerant lifestyle (Q/Luke 9:57-60). Jesus is 
the example for this separation from the established structures of society. But christological 
titles for Jesus are strikingly absent, nor is Jesus proclaimed as the one who rose from the 


dead and who will return in the future.” 


This is certainly a remarkable statement for in it Jesus and his earliest movement, as 
recorded by Q, seem to fit a decidedly Cynic pattern of behaviour to judge by the indices 
| have noted several times above. Yet, at the same time, Koester can write immediately 


before this section of his book that Q “is dominated by the consciousness of an 


988 


eschatological community committed to a new conduct as demanded by Jesus in the 
light of the rule of God, whose coming Jesus had announced.” Here Koester is not 
referring to the later Q2 layer of Q which introduces many overt apocalypticisms, 
Koester thinks in a way related to the imagined then ongoing Roman-Jewish war at the 
time of this recension/redaction of the book. This, in other words, is Koester’s summary 
evaluation of Q1, the layer Mack finds Cynic in a thoroughgoing way in his book The Lost 
Gospel (although, due to Mack’s dislike for eschatology as a subject, not nearly so 
eschatological as Koester does). In his Ancient Christian Gospels, on the other hand, 
Koester says that “The materials which the Gospel of Thomas and Q share (i.e. the CST) 
must belong to a very early stage of the transmission of Jesus’ sayings” and he thinks 
that “All of them fit well in the First composition of the Synoptic Sayings Source” (i.e. Q). 
He Further speaks of “a realized eschatology, centered upon the presence of revelation 
in the words of Jesus.” Yet might not that “realized eschatology” actually be something 


more Cynic-like, more actualized than realized? Let’s turn, once again, to the texts... 


Mission and Message 

° T1(14:4): When you go into any region and walk about in the countryside, when people 
take you in, eat what they serve you and heal the sick among them. 

* Q1(10:4-11): Do not [carry money, nor bag], nor sandals, [nor staff]...[do not greet 
anyone]... Whatever house you enter, [say, Peace]...! And if a son of peace is there, [let] 
your peace [come] upon him; but if not, [let] it [return] <to> you. [<Eat> [what they 
provide] for the worker deserves his reward. And whenever you enter a town <...>] Heal 
[the] sick [among them] and say [to them], The kingdom of God has come near to you. 
[But whenever you enter a town and] they do not receive you, as you go [out of that 


town], shake off the dust from your feet. 
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* Mk(6:7-13): Then he summoned the twelve and started sending them out in pairs and 
giving them authority over unclean spirits. And he instructed them not to take anything 
on the road, except a staff: no bread, no knapsack, no spending money, but to wear 
sandals, and to wear no more than one shirt. And he went on to say to them: Wherever 
you enter someone's house, stay there until you leave town. And whatever place does 
not welcome you or listen to you, get out of there and shake the dust off your Feet in 
witness against them. So they set out and announced that people should turn their lives 
around, and they often drove out demons, and they anointed many sick people with oil 


and healed <them>. 


The first text to consider is the mission discourse from the Common Sayings Tradition 
and also found, in a slightly different form, in Mark (which | have included for 
comparison). Here is demonstrated, first of all, that a community is envisaged. People 
are being sent out (or, as Thomas has it, “wherever you go”) with a kingdom message 
(according to the reconstructed Q text, at least) in a situation in which Jesus is not there. 
There is then the conjunction of eating and healing. Q also seems to contain instructions 
banning various equipment for the journey (which Mark corroborates save for the staff 
and sandals which he gives them back), So here we have possible evidence for an 
itinerant ministry of multiple people with a similarity to Cynic appearance yet in which 


the kingdom of God is offered. But what is/was the message here exactly? 


Peace or Sword 


* T2(16): Jesus said, Perhaps people think that | have come to cast peace upon the world. 


They do not know that I have come to cast conflicts upon the earth: Fire, sword, war. For 
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there will be five in a house: there will be three against two and two against three, 
father against son and son against father, and they will stand alone. 

° Q2(12:51-53): ... think that | have come to bring peace on earth; | have not come to 
bring peace, but a sword. For | have come to separate [son] from father, and daughter 


from her mother, and daughter-in-law From her mother-in-law. 


This complex of sayings has Jesus saying that he has come to sow discord and destroy 
the basic economic unit of society: the family. How might such people survive after that? 


How might society? 


Against Anxieties 

¢ T1(36): Jesus said: Don’t fret, From morning to evening nor from evening to morning, 
about your food—what you are going to eat, or about your clothing—what you are 
going to wear. You are much better than the lilies, which don’t card and spin. As for you, 
when you have no garment, what are you going to put on? Who could add to your 
lifespan? That same one will give you your garment. 

° Q1(12:22-31): Therefore | tell you, do not be anxious about...life, what you shall eat, nor 
about...body, what you shall put on. Is not life more than food, and the body more than 
clothing? [Look at] the ravens; they neither sow nor reap nor <gather into barns>, and 
yet God feeds them. Are you not of more value than the birds? And who of you by being 
anxious is able to add to his span of life...cubit? And why are you anxious about clothing? 
Consider the lilies, how they grow; they neither toil nor spin; yet | tell you, even Solomon 
in all his glory was not arrayed like one of these. But if the grass in the field, which is 
there today and tomorrow is thrown into the oven, God clothes thus, [will he not] much 


more clothe you, oh persons of little Faith! [Therefore] do not be anxious, saying, What 


991 


shall we eat? <or> What shall we eat? <or> drink? <or> What shall we wear? For the 
Gentiles seek all these things; [for] your Father knows that you need them. But seek his 


kingdom, and these things shall be yours as well. 


A group of liberal biblical scholars most active in the 1990s called “the Jesus Seminar” 
didn’t think the ending to the Q saying very authentic here yet it still records an 
interpretation which regards it as about the kingdom. God, indeed, plays a preserving 
role here in a very Jewish understanding of things. Yet the whole “life more than Food, 
body more than clothing” ethic is, again, something typically at home in a Cynic context. 
Life does not here seem to be about work and commercial effort. Those addressed are 
literally not to Fret about feeding and clothing themselves in a conjunction of Cynic ethic 


and “kingdom of God” phraseology. 


Serving Two Masters 

° T1(47:1-2): Jesus said: A person cannot mount two horses or bend two bows. And 

a slave cannot serve two masters, otherwise that slave will honor the one and offend 

the other. 

* Q1(16:13): No [one] can serve two masters; For either one will hate the one and love 
the other, or be devoted to the one and despise the other. You cannot serve God and 


Mammon. 


Imagine that, historically, Jesus offered the choice of one of two masters: serving God or 


serving the interests of capital. Well, in this complex it is argued that he did and Jesus 


chooses God and disregards “Mammon” in the process. Can poverty be far away and do 
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we imagine that Jesus in these texts cares a jot about that? What has this to do with the 


kingdom we have already heard tell of? 


Blessed the Destitute 
°T1(54): Jesus said: Blessed are you destitute, for to you belongs the kingdom of God. 
° Q1(6:20): And [liFt]ing his [eyes to] his disciples he said: Blessed are the destitute, for 


[yours] is the kingdom of God. 


Here is one of the key texts of my interpretation of Jesus, a text in which poverty is 
eulogized, the destitute are made owners and possessors of that most precious of 
possessions, the kingdom of God, and in which an eschatological program is announced 
all in one saying. Here values are totally inverted From this-worldly ones to kingdom 
ones. The old world of commerce and life via wealth attainment is pushed aside for a 
kingdom owned by the penniless. Jesus is not recorded anywhere else saying that the 
kingdom “belongs” to anyone other than these destitute people here. This saying 


inaugurates a destitutes’ domain. 


Hating One's Family 

* Q1(14:26): [IF any one] does not hate his [own] Father and mother, [he cannot be my 
disciple]; and [if any one does not hate son and daughter], he cannot be my disciple. 

¢ T1(55:1-2a): Jesus said: Whoever does not hate father and mother cannot be my 
disciple, and whoever does not hate brothers and sisters <...will not be worthy of 

me.> 

¢ T1(101): Whoever does not hate father and mother as | do cannot be my disciple, and 


whoever does not love father and mother as | do cannot be my disciple. For my 
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mother..., but my try mother gave me life. 


More sayings about breaking up the family, the heart of society and the ability to Form 
an economic unit in order to survive in the ancient world. In this complex Jesus almost 
seems to make it a condition of the kingdom and certainly of discipleship of him, a kind 


of economic asceticism which requires other community ties. 


Carrying One's Cross 

°71(55:2b): ...carry the cross as | do... 

* Q1(14:27): He who does not take his cross and Follow me cannot be my disciple. 

¢ M(8:34): After he called the crowd together with his disciples, he said to them: IF any of 
you wants to come after me, you should deny yourself, pick up your cross, and 


Follow me! 


The Jesus Seminar | referred to a moment ago didn’t like this saying during their 
deliberations on what they regarded as authentic in the reported words of Jesus many 
years ago. The mention of a cross was apparently too near the traditional Christian 
knuckle for them to contemplate. In Mark, which | have also included here For reference, 
this saying takes up a pivotal place in what several biblical scholars conceive of as a later 
conceived apocalyptic martyr story after Peter’s confession that Jesus is the Messiah. 
But Thomas and Q don’t know Jesus as the Messiah, not even once, so is that relevant 
here? What is stopping us seeing this as a saying of Jesus in which he simply sets out the 
difficulty of the path before followers and the endurance that will be required in a 
genuine Cynic way? Crosses were not unusual in Palestine in the first century (thanks to 


the legendary brutality of Roman rule) and it was Far from the case that Jesus was the 
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only person put on one. Therefore, we should not run ahead of ourselves and assume 
the Markan storyline as the only possible one. That, in Fact, may be a secondary 
interpretation of an earlier saying not at all to be interpreted in the sense of a 


Foreshadowing of Jesus’ crucifixion. 


The Feast 

° Q2(14:15-23): [[And he] said [to them, The kingdom of God] <is like> a man [who] made 
a great banquet; [and he sent his servant...to say to the invited, Come, for it is now ready. 
<They all began to make excuses.> ...<said, | have bought a> field...<said, | have 
bought>...<said,I>...<married>...And [upon returning] the servant announced these 
things to his lord. Then the householder, enraged, said to his servant, Go out [quickly] to 
the [streets] and [whomever you may Find], invite <to the occasion>] And after going out 
into the streets the servant [gathered all whom he Found]; [and] the house was filled.] 
*T1(64): Jesus said: Someone was receiving guests. When he had prepared the dinner, he 
sent his slave to invite the guests. The save went to the first and said, “My master invites 
you.” The first replied, “Some merchants owe me money; they are coming to me tonight. 
| have to go and give them instruction. Please excuse me from the dinner.” The slave 
went to another and said, “My master has invited you.” The second said to the slave, “I 
have bought a house, and | have been called away for a day. | shall have no time.” The 
slave went to another and said, “My master invites you.” The third said to the slave, “My 
Friend is to be married, and | am to arrange the banquet. | shall not be able to come. 
Please excuse me from dinner.” The save went to another and said, “My master invites 
you.” The fourth said to the slave, “| have bought an estate, and | am going to collect the 
rent. | shall not be able to come. Please excuse me.” The slave returned and said to his 


master, “Those whom you have invited to dinner have asked to be excused.” The master 
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said to his slave, “Go out on the streets and bring back whomever you Find to have 


dinner.” Buyers and merchants will not enter the places of my Father. 


“The feast” is an eschatological symbol (an imagination of the future time) as the Q 
Gospel probably made explicit in its rendition of this parable in which all, “whomever you 
Find” without distinction of class, economic status or ritual purity, are invited in by the 
host who has been rejected by his original guests. Again, a reversal of values seems to be 
in view and a new way that is promised in the kingdom. The Gospel of Thomas, 
meanwhile, has interpreted this as a parable against “buyers and merchants” and the 
commercialization they represent, a very Cynic theme in its dismissal of a society run on 
the basis of money, that thing symbolically defaced and so made useless by Diogenes in 


one legend about him. 


Blessed the Hungry 
* T1(69:2): Blessed are those who go hungry, so the stomach of the one in want may be 
Filled. 


* Q1(6:21a): Blessed are the hungry, For you will be satisfied. 


But how will they be filled since they've been ordered to carry no money above? Where 


will their Food come from? Where do poverty and sustenance coincide? 


Foxes Have Holes 
* Q1(9:58): And Jesus said to him, Foxes have holes, and birds of the air have nests; 
but the son of man has nowhere to lay his head. 


* T1(86): Jesus said: Foxes have their dens and birds have their nests, but human 
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beings have no place to lie down and rest. 


This is a “son of man” saying. In a canonical gospel it might be taken to refer to Jesus as a 
Future apocalyptic Figure as this figure of speech could sometimes by used to mean. But 
what is the relevance of that to a saying about being homeless, especially when said 
circumlocution “son of man” has been otherwise explained elsewhere as an Aramaic way 
of saying “human being”? Human beings are homeless? That sounds like something 


Diogenes the Dog might have said. 


Give Without Return 

°T1(95): Jesus said: IF you have money, don’t lend it at interest. Rather, give it to 
someone from whom you won't get it back. 

° Q1(6:30, 34, 35b): Give to the one who begs from you and [From the one borrowing] 


do not [ask back] ... 


Another one of my key texts according to the hermeneutic | am using to understand 
Jesus and his movement as historical people. Likely two oral versions of similar but not 
identical sayings, Jesus here instructs his followers to simply give all their money away 
and become people who do not exist as an economically productive entity at all. That is 
where giving your money away and not asking For it back would lead to, am | right in 
thinking? Once again, poverty and destitution is the purposeful course, reducing those 
who give to beggars to the status of becoming as beggars themselves. A Cynic might do 
this (For, as stories about Diogenes show, he did beg and even practised his begging to 
get better at it) but do you know anyone else who would? Or why? How many people 


hearing this message From Jesus would actually and genuinely contemplate it, let alone 
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actually do it? This instruction is unbelievably harsh in its requirements and 
consequences. Yet, if we recall, to such people belongs the kingdom of God. It is the 


nature of the destitutes’ domain. 


The Leaven 

* T1(96:1-2): The kingdom of God is like a woman who took a little leaven, hid it in dough, 
and made it into large loaves of bread. 

* Q1(13:20-21): And again he said, To what shall | compare the kingdom of God? It is like a 
leaven which a woman took and hid in three measures of flour until it leavened the 


whole. 


The Lost Sheep 

* T1(107): Jesus said: The kingdom of God is like a shepherd who had a hundred sheep. 
One of them, the largest, went astray. He left the ninety-nine and looked for the one 
until he Found it. After he had toiled, he said to the sheep, “I love you more than the 
ninety-nine.” 

* Q1(15:3-7): Which one of you, having a hundred sheep, if [he has lost] one of them, 
[will] not leave the ninety-nine <at the place they are> and go [after] the [one which is 
lost], until he Finds it? Just so, | tell you, in heaven he rejoices over [it] more than over 


[the] ninety-nine. 


Two parables but, | think, a similar theme. This is, yes, the kingdom of God but also the 
notion of the Cynic as an educator of society. The kingdom, in the lifestyle of the Cynic, 
is like some leaven added to the dough of society which, given chance, works its way 


through the dough. Meanwhile, as shepherds of the flock of society, they care about 
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each one. In both cases the actions and character of the Cynic in the kingdom are 


exampled and typified. 


First and Last 
* T1(4:2-3): For many of the first will be last, (and the last will be First). 


* Q2(13:30): The last will be First and the First last. 


Scholars are weary of forms of this saying which are less than the absolute form 
conjectured of Q which is preserved in Matthew. In Mark, Luke and Thomas some 
mitigation is given to the saying making it less than absolute but, of course, imagining 
there was a pure, pristine Form is likely a mistake in the first place due to the multiple 
occasions the saying could have been uttered. What is clear is that here is a saying about 
a reversal of values, social classes, economic stratigraphication of people and the value 
system by which regular society is ordered which fits perfectly within a Cynic and 


eschatological scheme. 


Passersby 


* T1(42): Jesus said, ‘Be passersby.’ 


A simple and seemingly contextless saying only Found in Thomas. But is not a passerby 


an itinerant? Do we have a context For that? 


Blessed the Suffering 


* T1(58): Jesus said, 'Blessed is the person who has suffered. He has found life.’ 
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This was not a very popular saying with the Jesus Seminar who voted it down in their 
deliberations meaning they did not think it a saying of Jesus. Nevertheless, this is a 
saying that would Fit well on the lips of any Cynic who saw in Heracles or Odysseus a 
hero who had suffered and laboured for his position in life and wished to Follow their 
noble example. Consider this a more Cynic version of the earlier saying about ‘carrying 


your cross’. 


Wealthy Plans Thwarted 

* T1(63): Jesus said, ‘There was a wealthy man who had many assets. He said, "! will 

use my assets to sow, harvest, plant and Fill my granaries with produce, so that | will not 
need anything." These were the things he was thinking in his heart. But that very night, 


he died .' ‘Whoever has ears should listen!’ 


This, | think, is a Cynic/eschatological parable. Riches are denigrated and, furthermore, 
the plans to sow, plant and harvest are agrarian eschatological metaphors for the 
eschatological harvest God the Father might make in Jewish circles. The import of the 
parable is that relying on riches is foolish and so it fits well in a corpus of material in 


which poverty is instructed of those who wish to be in the kingdom. 


The Pearl 
* T1(76:1-2): Jesus said, 'The Kingdom of the Father is like a merchant who had some 
merchandise. He found a pearl. That merchant was wise. He sold the merchandise. Then 


he purchased for himself this single pearl.’ 


1000 


The thing | notice about this parable is that the pearl’s wealth must clearly be different 
to that of the “‘merchandise’ the parable likewise mentions. This fits well within this 
body of material as riches are still envisioned but not earthly ones gained in commercial 
activity. So this parable is once more against earthly riches and about a reversal of 


values. 


Comparison and Paradox 
°T1(81): Jesus said, ‘Whoever has grown wealthy, that person should become a king. But 


whoever possesses power, let that person disown (his power).' 


This saying is very much a riddle and | think the clue is identifying what kind of wealth, 
kingship and power is being talked about. We already know from the sayings | am 
surveying in this appendix that some types of wealth are favoured and some not, some 
types of power might be Favoured and others not. What kind of wealth might make one 
a king? What kind of power should be let go? Let's say the ‘wealth’ is that of the kingdom 


and the power that which comes from commercial society: what then? 


Woman and Jar 

* T1(97): Jesus said, 'The Kingdom of the [Father] is like a woman carrying a [jar] Filled 
with meal. While she was walking [on the] road still a long way out, the handle of the jar 
broke. Behind her, the meal leaked out onto the road. She did not realize it. She had not 
noticed a problem. When she arrived at her house, she put the jar down and found it 


empty.’ 
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The kingdom is like meal leaking out of a jar that the woman carrying the jar does not 
realise is leaking. Its relatively easy to link this to itinerancy sayings and draw a 
conclusion. The woman may arrive home with no meal but those who find it along the 


way have been Fed. 


The Assassin 
¢ T1(98): Jesus said, 'The Kingdom of the Father is like someone who wished to kill a 
prominent man. While at home, he drew out his knife. He stabbed it into the wall to test 


whether his hand would be strong (enough). Then he murdered the prominent man.' 


This is a shockingly bloodthirsty saying about murdering someone prominent. How is the 
eschatological kingdom like this? It seems it is by the training and preparation required. 


The Greek word For ‘training’ is askesis From which we get the English ‘asceticism’. 


Brothers and Mother 
* T1(99): The disciples said to him, 'Your brothers and your mother are standing outside.’ 
He said to them, 'Those here who do the will of my Father, they are my brothers and my 


mother. They are the people who will enter the Kingdom of my Father.' 


In this saying Jesus is back to the subject of the Family yet, once again, it is being pulled 
apart and reconstituted based on different values. Here ‘the will of my Father’ does 
service as the euphemism of choice for the kingdom. Jesus considers those who act in 
accordance with the kingdom to have familial relations with him and his actual Family 
bonds to have seemingly been dissolved in the process. This saying is, then, essentially 


the same as the similar one repeated in Mark’s gospel. 
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Caesar and God 
* T1(100:1-3): They showed Jesus a gold coin and said to him, ‘Caesar's men extort taxes 


From us.' He said to them, 'Give to Caesar, what is Caesar's. Give to God what is God's.’ 


This saying is interesting as we must discern what Jesus seems to mean by his eternally 
intriguing and extremely clever reply. In Thomas this saying is shorn of its setting in 
canonical gospels since, as we know, the sayings of Thomas are almost entirely given 
without context except that we can fabricate from the collection of sayings themselves 
which is how readers or hearers of Thomas would also have had to appropriate them. 
Here, however, a simple setup is given, that of taxes being extorted. So, first of all, we 
may say what Jesus doesn’t say. He doesn't say ‘Don’t pay your taxes’ and so make 
himself an automatic enemy of Rome. Jesus, if he led a revolution, was not leading that 
kind of revolution. There is in Jesus’ reply a sense of Jesus regarding himself as at arm's 
length From the political and civil authority and we may say that throughout the whole 
of the gospel literature Jesus is himself never seeking out either Roman or Jewish 
authorities to directly and deliberately engage them. Rather, he addresses such subjects 
if they Find him in the course of his daily life as in this apparent literary context. 
Secondly, though, Jesus advises paying what is requested by Caesar but he adds in that 
people should also give to God what is God’s which acts to relativise the First instruction. 
IF Caesar requires mere gold coins, which in several other sayings Jesus has advised 
those seeking the kingdom to give away, then what does God require? It is a way of 
implicating hearers in God’s greater and more overarching requirements. It also directly 


contrasts earthly and heavenly systems of authority, two ways of viewing our existence. 


1003 


Hidden Treasure 

° T1(109): Jesus said, 'The Kingdom is like a man who had in his Field a [hidden treasure], 
but he did not know about it. And [after] he died, he left it to his [son]. The son [did] not 
know (about the treasure). He took that Field and sold [it]. And the buyer went and 
ploughed. He [Found] the treasure. He started to give money at interest to whomever he 


wished.’ 


The point of this parable seems to be quite simple: the kingdom is itself riches. But we 
may also note that throughout the parable these riches are always available to both 
Father and son yet they do not know it. Once one has the riches of the kingdom they can 


be shared with others. 


Love Your Enemies 

° Q1(6:27-29, 32-35): ‘lam telling you, love your enemies, bless those who curse you, pray 
For those who mistreat you. IF someone slaps you on the cheek, offer your other cheek 
as well. IF anyone grabs your coat, let him have your shirt as well.... IF you love those who 
love you, what credit is that to you? Even tax collectors love those who love them, do 
they not? And if you embrace only your brothers, what more are you doing than others? 
Doesn't everybody do that? IF you lend to those From whom you expect repayment, what 
credit is that to you? Even wrongdoers lend to their kind because they expect to be 
repaid. Instead, love your enemies, do good, and lend without expecting anything in 
return. Your reward will be great, and you will be children of God. For he makes his sun 


rise on the evil and on the good; he sends rain on the just and on the unjust.’ 
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This is a large complex of sayings that are arranged together with others as part of what 
many Q scholars regard as the opening instructional discourse of Q1. The context of the 
sayings appears to be a different standard to which those in the kingdom are held. IF you 
do as others do then how are you different from them? | think it important to imagine a 
situation in which the things mentioned here - curses, being slapped, a coat being 
grabbed, giving money away, loving enemies - might be envisaged. | suggest this is not a 
normal, settled Family life at home, perhaps with a Family business. Instead, | think the 
context better suited to this is that of itinerant people, or those who might be thinking 
of becoming such. In that context such a speech as this makes sense to address the new 
situations and challenges imagined. There is also the Final nature reference to consider 
here in which God's natural world provides for all alike. Overall, the sense is of a life 


rearranged For those in Jesus’ movement who hear his instruction. 


Now is the Time 

* Q1(9:59-62): When another said, "Let me first go and bury my Father," Jesus said, 
"Leave the dead to bury their dead." Yet another said, "I will Follow you, sir, but First let 
me say goodbye to my family." Jesus said to him, "No one who puts his hand to the plow 


and then looks back is Fit For the kingdom of God.” 


The kingdom is calling and people have questions for Jesus. Can | do this first? Can | do 
that First? Yet you cannot look back. There seems a complete disparity between the life 
of regular society and that of the kingdom. One must leave the Former to join the latter 
and not look back. You don’t even have time to bury your father! Do you have the 


necessary commitment? 
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How To Pray 
° Q1(11:2-4): "When you pray, say, ' Father, may your name be holy. May your rule take 
place. Give us each day our daily bread. Pardon our debts, for we ourselves pardon 


everyone indebted to us. And do not bring us to trial [into a trying situation]. 


The so-called ‘Lord’s Prayer’ is, in fact, a very Jewish prayer no one would need to be 
Christian to pray. Any pious Jew could pray the same prayer. Yet what are the concerns 
here? We have God's rule over all, something parabolically extrapolated throughout 
these sayings, the provision of food and the pardoning of debts, sometimes translated 
into English spiritually as ‘sins’. But is it really talking about such debts in historical 
context? What about actual, real, physical, monetary debts since we know the concerns 
of these sayings certainly interact with an economic, political and civil agenda? The ‘trial’ 
mentioned might and might not then be a ‘final judgment’. Allin all, the physical and the 


heavenly seem once more hermeneutically entwined. 


Good Gifts 

° Q1(11:11-13): ‘What Father of yours, if his son asks For a loaf of bread, will give him a 
stone, or if he asks for a fish, will give him a snake? Therefore, if you, although you are 
not good, know how to give good gifts to your children, how much more will the Father 


above give good things to those who ask him!’ 


This saying mirrors that of the earlier speech ‘against anxieties’ which was clearly a 


concern of those who heard Jesus. It seems to suggest an anxiety about knowing how a 


kingdom of destitute itinerancy might work out for good for those within it. Jesus’ 
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answer is that God is good and knows how to provide for those who put trust in his 


bounty. 


Don't Be Afraid 

° Q1(12:4-7): "Don't be afraid of those who can kill the body, but can’t kill the soul. Can't 
you buy Five sparrows For two cents? Not one of them will Fall to the ground without God 
knowing about it. Even the hairs of your head are all numbered. So don't be afraid. You 


are worth more than many sparrows." 


God's care over all is once again the point of this Further saying in a context of seeming 


conflict with others with yet another nature reference. 


Storing Up Treasure 

° Q1(12:16-21): He told them a parable, saying, "The land of a rich man produced in 
abundance, and he thought to himself, ‘What should | do, For | have nowhere to store my 
crops?’ Then he said, ‘I will do this. | will pull down my barns and build larger ones, and 
there | will store all my grain and my goods. And | will say to my soul, Soul, you have 
ample goods stored up for many years. Take it easy. Eat, drink, and be merry.’ But God 
said to him, ‘Foolish man! This very night you will have to give back your soul, and the 
things you produced, whose will they be?' That is what happens to the one who stores up 


treasure For himself and is not rich in the sight of God." 


This parable reads very like that Found in GTh 63 and, if it was in Q, it may be another 
item For the Common Sayings Tradition. Here this parable is even more starkly against 


those who use wealth and commercialization to their benefit which seems to be 
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regarded as simply foolish in its own right. There is no suggestion that the ‘rich man’ is 
doing anything wrong with his wealth except basing his life on it and being a normal 
member of a commercialized society. It is such a society itself which is being impugned 
and “being rich in the sight of God’, i.e. being in his kingdom, that is the point of contrast. 


Who do we know of in the ancient world who devalued currency in such a way? 


Humility Praised 
* Q1(14:11): "Everyone who glorifies himself will be humiliated, and the one who 


humbles himself will be praised." 


There is a theme within Jewish wisdom literature known as “the two ways” where one, a 
wise way, is contrasted with another, a Foolish way. We might think, For example in the 
teaching of Jesus, of the wise man who built his house on the rock and the foolish one 
who built his house on the sand. Such a thing is what we have here but we must be 
careful to apply it very physically and materially. For who, in the world, would be likely to 
glorify themselves and who humble themselves? It must be related very carefully, then, 


to actual physical circumstances in a way that seems very reminiscent of Cynic concerns. 


Life’s Paradox 
° Q1(17:33): “Whoever tries to protect his life will lose it; but whoever loses his life on 


account of me will preserve it.” 


This is a saying that likely has a history of at least two interpretations as a number of 
sayings From the Jesus tradition do. The First, and | think original, sense of this saying 


was that applied by an itinerant Jesus to his itinerant Followers during a life of ascetic 
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renunciation living From the land and the meals provided by those in sympathy with 
them. This was a precarious life that, as we have seen, produced anxieties. Jesus, then, 
reassures his Followers that, regardless of how it might seem, they were actually 
preserving their lives. We need here to remember that a life of Cynic asceticism was 
difficult. It was a road relatively few travelled for just such a reason. Later, however, a 
second interpretation will be given to this saying for those who interpret Jesus in the 
light of cross, resurrection and apocalypse and in the face of Christian persecution. That 


was not its original meaning when inserted into Q1, however. 


About Salt 

° Q1(14:34-35): "Salt is good; but if salt loses its taste, how can it be restored? It is not 
good for either the land or the manure pile. People just throw it out." 

The salt is those in the kingdom. But how shall they perform their Cynic-like task of 
preserving society if they lose their saltiness? Would they not become useless? They 
need to hold firm to their course and reaffirm their commitment so that they can 
perform their benevolent task. 

“BUT WHAT DOES ANY OF ALL OF THIS HAVE TO DO WITH US?!” you must by now be 
screaming. Well, I'm glad you asked. Allow me to tell you. | have argued in the chapter 
above that Jesus looked very much like a Jewish Cynic. He was a civilisation denier who 
refused the holding of personal wealth and encouraged his closest Followers to rely on 
each other in acts of mutual aid as a matter of community solidarity. He, along with some 
of his closest friends, embraced the life of a destitute wanderer, a life of considerable 
suffering. In doing so, he was both making a political point and performing a socio- 


political example of the alternative. We might, | think, call that alternative a primitive 
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Jewish Cynic version of SOCIAL ANARCHISM. This was not a dogmatic movement (Jesus 
didn’t insist everyone become like him even if he challenged people to join him) but it did 
operate on a socially cooperative principle (where even rich Friends might be expected 
to help out poorer ones). In doing so it cut across both Roman and Jewish conceptions of 
society whether social and civic or Familial and personal. Jesus taught and encouraged a 
new social relationship, one of affinity, one which cut across Financial and Family ties. It 
was a reconstitution of human relationships typified by distinctive, non-violent 
behaviour (in a Roman world, if you recall, which eulogised force and violence). Jesus 
taught a new human culture in his time and place, an alternative and counterculture. | do 
not imagine that many people ever really did it historically as Jesus imagined - for he 
himself was soon killed and then Christianised - but | imagine that, at one time, it was 
both real and genuine: a Jewish Cynic’s eschatology, a refusal of the culture of 


civilisation and the creation of a new one between people themselves. 


This was founded on doing away with rich and poor among them. It was done by refusing 
violence. It was done by cooperative acts of solidarity as each could give and each had 
need. It was done by being itinerants without a stable “power base”. Texts supporting 
each of these assertions is there if you look. In such things not just Jesus (For he is 
nothing alone) but a small Jesus community modelled an alternative way of life outside 
blood ties and by ignoring the customs and traditions (and, one might add, the authority) 
of both Jews and Romans. Cynics, after all, were civilisation deniers: by definition they 
did their own thing. The Fact that they just did their own thing is also not insignificant — 
not least if one is reading about this as an anarchist where the ethic of anarchism is 
DIRECT ACTION. An anarchist is taught that one does not make the fatal, and 


philosophical, mistake of waiting for somebody's permission: as an anarchist one does 
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not need or require permission. And Jesus and his friends did not wait for permission 
either. They just did whatever it was they did and formed their community and its 


relations based on their own will and reason. 


Perhaps the best symbol for all of this, For the Cynic eschatology | describe it as, and For 
the historical reality of any actual Jesus movement that was originated in Galilee in the 
first century, is the open table, what the scholar John Dominic Crossan calls “open 
commensality” and which | incorporated into my own understanding of anarchism itself 
in the past in my own intellectual appreciation of what such a philosophy means as part 
of an anarchist economy. Consequently, it seems Fitting to me now to finish this chapter 
on Jesus, his political, economic and ethical practice, and his community of relations 
based on such, with what Crossan has to say about this idea in his book Jesus: A 
Revolutionary Biography. | do this because, in the end, imagining a new world with new 
relations is very much a matter of imagination and what people can imagine. In a world 
were this is deliberately constrained and frustrated by malicious political and economic 
actors, it is good to be reminded. So Crossan discusses “open commensality” as follows 
and it leads into what he calls “radical egalitarianism”, a politics, economics and ethics of 


an imagined historical Jesus: 


“Here is a... parable of Jesus, which helps answer that question and will serve to ground all 
of those aphorisms, dialogues, and parables concerning the Kingdom of God. It is found in 
the Q Gospel, but with widely divergent versions in Matthew 22:1-13 and Luke 14:15-24. It 


is also found in the Gospel of Thomas 64, as follows: 
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Jesus said, “A person was receiving guests. When he had prepared the dinner, he sent his 
servant to invite the guests. The servant went to the first and said to that one, ‘My master 
invites you.’ That person said, ‘Some merchants owe me money; they are coming to me 
tonight. | must go and give them instructions. Please excuse me from dinner.’ The servant 
went to another and said to that one, ‘My master has invited you.’ That person said to the 
servant, ‘I have bought a house and | have been called away for a day. | shall have no time.’ 
The servant went to another and said to that one, ‘My master invites you.’ That person said 
to the servant, ‘My friend is to be married and | am to arrange the banquet. | shall not be 
able to come. Please excuse me from dinner.’ The servant went to another and said to that 
one, ‘My master invites you.’ That person said to the servant, ‘I have bought an estate and | 
am going to collect the rent. | shall not be able to come. Please excuse me.’ The servant 
returned and said to his master, ‘The people whom you invited to dinner have asked to be 
excused.’ The master said to his servant, ‘Go out on the streets and bring back whomever 


you find to have dinner.’ Buyers and merchants [will] not enter the places of my father.” 


This is one of those rare cases where the Gospel of Thomas interprets a parable. It appends, 
as commentary: “Buyers and merchants [will] not enter the places of my father.” Jesus, not 
the host, speaks that judgment. For my present purpose, | leave aside that interpretation to 
focus closely on the replacement guests, the reference to which | have italicized above. 
Compare how they are described by Jesus in Luke 14:21b-23 and in Matthew 22:9-10, 


respectively: 


(1) “ Go out quickly to the streets and lanes of the city, and bring in the poor and maimed 


and blind and lame.’ And the servant said, ‘Sir, what you commanded has been done, and 
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still there is room.’ And the master said to the servant, ‘Go out to the highways and hedges, 


wm 


and compel people to come in, that my house may be filled. 


(2) “Go therefore to the thoroughfares, and invite to the marriage feast as many as you 
find.’ And those servants went out into the streets and gathered all whom they found, both 


bad and good; so the wedding hall was filled with guests.” 


In both those cases, separate interpretations have divergently specified the replacement 
guests. Luke mentions the outcasts and Matthew mentions the good and the bad, but the 
italicized phrases indicate the more original and unspecified command to bring in 


whomever you can find. 


| leave aside, therefore, individual interpretations inserted around or within the three texts 
to underline the common structural plot discernible behind them all. It tells the story of a 
person who gives a presumably unannounced feast, sends a servant to invite friends, but 
finds by late in the day that each has a quite valid and very politely expressed excuse. The 
result is a dinner ready and a room empty. The host replaces the absent guests with anyone 
off the streets. But if one actually brought in anyone off the street, one could, in such a 
situation, have classes, sexes, and ranks all mixed up together. Anyone could be reclining 
next to anyone else, female next to male, free next to slave, socially high next to socially 
low, and ritually pure next to ritually impure. And a short detour through the cross-cultural 


anthropology of food and eating underlines what a social nightmare that would be. 


Think, for a moment, if beggars came to your door, of the difference between giving them 


some food to go, of inviting them into your kitchen for a meal, of bringing them into the 
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dining room to eat in the evening with your family, or of having them come back on 
Saturday night for supper with a group of your friends. Think, again, if you were a large 
company’s CEO, of the difference between a cocktail party in the office for all the 
employees, a restaurant lunch for all the middle managers, or a private dinner party for 
your vice presidents in your own home. Those events are not just ones of eating together, of 
simple table fellowship, but are what anthropologists call commensality—from mensa, the 
Latin word for “table.” It means the rules of tabling and eating as miniature models for the 
rules of association and socialization. It means table fellowship as a map of economic 
discrimination, social hierarchy, and political differentiation. This is how Peter Farb and 
George Armelagos summarized commensality at the beginning and end of their book on the 


anthropology of eating: 


In all societies, both simple and complex, eating is the primary way of initiating and 
maintaining human relationships.... Once the anthropologist finds out where, when, and 
with whom the food is eaten, just about everything else can be inferred about the relations 
among the society's members.... To know what, where, how, when, and with whom people 


eat is to know the character of their society. 


Similarly, Lee Edward Klosinski reviewed the significant cross-cultural anthropological and 


sociological literature on food and eating and concluded: 


Sharing food is a transaction which involves a series of mutual obligations and which 
initiates an interconnected complex of mutuality and reciprocity. Also, the ability of food to 
symbolize these relationships, as well as to define group boundaries, surfaced as one of its 


unique properties....food exchanges are basic to human interaction. 
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Implicit in them is a series of obligations to give, receive and repay. These transactions 
involve individuals in matrices of social reciprocity, mutuality and obligation. Also, food 
exchanges are able to act as symbols of human interaction. Eating is a behavior which 
symbolizes feelings and relationships, mediates social status and power, and expresses the 


boundaries of group identity. 


What Jesus’ parable advocates, therefore, is an open commensality, an eating together 
without using table as a miniature map of society's vertical discriminations and lateral 
separations. The social challenge of such equal or egalitarian commensality is the parable’s 
most fundamental danger and most radical threat. It is only a story, of course, but it is one 
that focuses its egalitarian challenge on society's miniature mirror, the table, as the place 
where bodies meet to eat. Since, moreover, Jesus lived out his own parable, the almost 
predictable counteraccusation to such open commensality would be immediate: Jesus is a 
glutton, a drunkard, and a friend of tax collectors and sinners. He makes, in other words, no 
appropriate distinctions and discriminations. And since women were present, especially 
unmarried women, the accusation would be that Jesus eats with whores, the standard 
epithet of denigration for any female outside appropriate male control. All of those terms— 
tax collectors, sinners, whores—are in this case derogatory terms for those with whom, in 


the opinion of the name callers, open and free association should be avoided. 


The Kingdom of God as a process of open commensality, of a nondiscriminating table 
depicting in miniature a nondiscriminating society, clashes fundamentally with honor and 
shame, those basic values of ancient Mediterranean culture and society. Most of American 
society in the twentieth century is used to individualism, with guilt and innocence as 


sanctions, rather than to groupism, with honor and shame as sanctions. Here is a 
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description of Mediterranean honor and shame, from a 1965 cross-cultural anthology; 
Pierre Bourdieu is speaking on the basis of his field work among the Berber tribesmen of 


Algerian Kabylia in the late fifties: 


The point of honour is the basis of the moral code of an individual who sees himself always 
through the eyes of others, who has need of others for his existence, because the image he 
has of himself is indistinguishable from that presented to him by other people.... 
Respectability, the reverse of shame, is the characteristic of a person who needs other 
people in order to grasp his own identity and whose conscience is a kind of interiorization of 
others, since these fulfill for him the role of witness and judge.... He who has lost his 
honour no longer exists. He ceases to exist for other people, and at the same time he ceases 


to exist for himself. 


The key phrase here is through the eyes of others, and the more we understand that 
process, the more radically challenging Jesus’ Kingdom of God starts to appear. We might 
see Jesus’ message and program as quaintly eccentric or charmingly iconoclastic (at least at 
a safe distance), but for those who take their very identity from the eyes of their peers, the 
idea of eating together and living together without any distinctions, differences, 
discriminations, or hierarchies is close to the irrational and the absurd. And the one who 
advocates or does it is close to the deviant and the perverted. He has no honor. He has no 


shame. 


Open commensality is the symbol and embodiment of radical egalitarianism, of an absolute 
equality of people that denies the validity of any discrimination between them and negates 


the necessity of any hierarchy among them. To all of this there is an obvious objection: you 
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are just speaking of contemporary democracy and anachronistically retrojecting that back 
into the time and onto the lips of Jesus. | look, in reply and defense, both to general 


anthropology and to specific history during the first century. 


Those who, like peasants, live with a boot on their neck can easily envision two different 
dreams. One is quick revenge—a world in which they might get in turn to put their boots on 
those other necks. Another is reciprocal justice—a world in which there would never again 
be any boots on any necks. Thus, for example, the anthropologist James C. Scott, moving 
from Europe to Southeast Asia, notes the popular tradition’s common reaction to such 
disparate elite traditions as Christianity, Buddhism, and Islam, and argues very persuasively 
that peasant culture and religion are actually an anticulture, criticizing alike both the 
religious and political elites that oppress it. It is, in fact, a reactive inversion of the pattern 


of exploitation common to the peasantry as such: 


The radical vision to which | refer is strikingly uniform despite the enormous variations in 
peasant cultures and the different great traditions of which they partake....At the risk of 
over generalizing, it is possible to describe some common features of this reflexive 
symbolism. It nearly always implies a society of brotherhood in which there will be no rich 
and poor, in which no distinctions of rank and status (save those between believers and 
non-believers) will exist. Where religious institutions are experienced as justifying inequities, 
the abolition of rank and status may well include the elimination of religious hierarchy in 
favor of communities of equal believers. Property is typically, though not always, to be held 
in common and shared. All unjust claims to taxes, rents, and tribute are to be nullified. The 
envisioned utopia may also include a self-yielding and abundant nature as well as a 


radically transformed human nature in which greed, envy, and hatred will disappear. While 
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the earthly utopia is thus an anticipation of the future, it often harks back to a mythic Eden 


from which mankind has fallen away. 


That is the ancient peasant dream of radical egalitarianism. It does not deny the other 
dream, that of brutal revenge, but neither does that latter negate the former's eternal 


thirst for reciprocity, equality, and justice. 


One instance from the first century shows both those dreams coming together in the last 
days of the doomed Temple during the First Roman-Jewish War. As Vespasian’s forces 
moved steadily southward and tightened the noose around Jerusalem in the fall of 67 and 
winter of 68 C.E., groups of peasant rebels under bandit leaders were forced repeatedly into 
the capital for refuge. They became known, collectively or in coalition, as the Zealots, and 


one of their first actions was to install a new High Priest. 


According to ancient tradition, the High Priest was chosen from the family of Zadok, as had 
been true since at least the time of Solomon. But when, in the second century B.C.E., the 
Jewish dynasty of the Hasmoneans wrested control of their country from the Syrians, they 
had simply appointed themselves High Priests. And thereafter, from Herod the Great to the 
outbreak of the revolt against Rome, the High Priests were selected from four families, 
likewise not of legitimate Zadokite origins. What the Zealots did was return to the 
legitimate high-priestly line, but within it they elected by lot rather than by choice. 
Josephus, telling the story in Wars 4.147-207, as an aristocratic priest is almost inarticulate 
with anger at what he considers an impious mockery. Here is the key section, in 155-156: 

They accordingly summoned one of the high-priestly clans, called Eniachin, and cast lots for 


a high priest. By chance the lot fell to one who proved a signal illustration of their 
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depravity; he was an individual named Phanni, son of Samuel, of the village of Aphthia, a 
man who not only was not descended from high priests, but was such a clown that he 
scarcely knew what the high priesthood meant. At any rate they dragged their reluctant 
victim out of the country and, dressing him up for his assumed part, as on the stage, put the 


sacred vestments upon him and instructed him how to act in keeping with the occasion. 


Lottery is what egalitarianism looks like in practice. If all members of some group are 
eligible for office, then the only fair human way to decide is by lot, leaving the choice up to 
God. That was how Saul, the first Jewish king, was elected from “all the tribes of Israel,” 
according to 1 Samuel 10:21. And that was how the early Christians chose a replacement 
for the traitor apostle Judas from among “the men who have accompanied us” since the 
beginning, according to Acts of the Apostles 1:21-26. Obviously, of course, as in the implicit 
and presumed male exclusivity of the former case and the explicit and very deliberate male 
exclusivity of the latter one, discriminations can be present even ina lottery. They are there, 
too, in electing a High Priest only from a certain family. But granting that, a lottery 
attempts to deal equally among all candidates accepted as appropriate within a given 
context. Despite all of Josephus’s tendentious rhetoric, what the Zealots did is quite clear 
and consistent. They restored the ancient Zadokite line according to selection by lot, and 
one presumes, of course, that such was to be the future mode of selection as well. 
Furthermore, this was probably more than just a new or legitimate High Priest. It was also, 
at least as far as the Zealots were concerned, a new and legitimate government of the city 
and the country. For those peasants, then, the idea of egalitarianism, even if not in its most 


radical form, was quite understandable and practicable. 
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Radical egalitarianism is not contemporary democracy. In the United States, for example, 
every appropriate person has a vote in electing the president, but although every 
appropriate person has also a legitimate right to be president, we are not yet ready for a 
national lottery instead of a presidential campaign. The open commensality and radical 
egalitarianism of Jesus’ Kingdom of God are more terrifying than anything we have ever 
imagined, and even if we can never accept it, we should not explain it away as something 
else. | conclude, then, by putting Jesus’ vision and program back into the matrix from which 
it sprang, the ancient and universal peasant dream of a just and equal world. These are the 
words of an unnamed peasant woman from Piana dei Greci, in the province of Palermo, 


Sicily, speaking to a northern Italian journalist during an 1893 peasant uprising: 


We want everybody to work, as we work. There should no longer be either rich or poor. All 
should have bread for themselves and for their children. We should all be equal. | have five 
small children and only one little room, where we have to eat and sleep and do everything, 
while so many lords have ten or twelve rooms, entire palaces.... [t will be enough to put all 


in common and to share with justice what is produced.” 
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7. Anarchist Politics (and Why Its Not About Winning) 


As | begin this chapter, allow me to make a confession: | have not a single clue where its 
going to go. As in the case of many of my chapters, | Feel sure it will start out imagined to 
be one thing and end up being another. | do have a starting point, James C. Scott’s book 
Two Cheers for Anarchism, and | do have an idea, the idea signalled in my chapter title, 
but how that will Fill out or what course that activity will take is, as | write this First 
paragraph of this chapter, unknown. This is not actually so unusual for me as you might 
imagine and | enjoy and, indeed, require, my freedom to “wander where | will”. In Fact, | 
probably conceive that life itself under the black flag is about wandering where you will 
— and so it quite naturally manifests in my writing style. It is also not inappropriate, or so 
| now imagine, to a subject of “anarchist politics” - for if anarchist politics is about 
anything then its not about telling people From on high what they have to do or, 
contrariwise, are not allowed to do. And, For those readers who may have skipped ahead 
to this chapter to see why its not about winning, let me say right here and now in the 
first paragraph that the answer to this is because, as Far as | can see when | survey the 
history of anarchist thought and practice, anarchism is not, and should not, be about 
wanting to run the world: it moves, to put it succinctly, to a different drum. So there’s 
your First insight into anarchist politics. | hope, as | begin my journey in this chapter, that 


its the First of many. 


So | start, as | say, with American anthropologist, James C. Scott, he of the extensive 
knowledge and publishing history in regard to peasant resistance and revolt in books 
such as The Moral Economy of the Peasant: Rebellion and Subsistence in Southeast Asia; 


Weapons of the Weak: Everyday Forms of Peasant Resistance; Domination and the Arts of 
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Resistance: Hidden Transcripts; The Art of Not Being Governed: An Anarchist History of 
Upland Southeast Asia and Against the Grain: A Deep History of the Earliest States. Two 
Cheers for Anarchism, the book of Scott’s | particularly want to Focus on here, is not a 
book in the style of these other tomes but is arranged in six sections, with several 
“Fragments” per section, which more or less randomly add up to short, pithy, informed 
pieces all coalescing around a theme of the imagined values of anarchism. When | read 
the book | was really reading as one asking myself the question: What is anarchist 
politics? - and in the preface and the First two chapters, in the main, | Found something of 


an answer. 


In politics, as in sexuality, diversity is good. But the state, the anarchist’s sworn enemy, 
that non-negotiable which the anarchist insists must be done away with before it kills us 
all (having already incarcerated us all and knowing only force to achieve its ends), is not a 
Friend of diversity according to chapter two of James C. Scott's Two Cheers for 
Anarchism. Here we are told a somewhat biological tale of “the resilience of the 
vernacular” and the strength provided by diversity in nature but it is something that the 
nation state cannot help destroying and homogenising as it cuts its bloody swathe 
through the world in pursuance of its own identity and uniformity (and identity AS a 
uniformity). This can be seen in things as everyday as standard names for roads (as 
opposed to locally known ones depending on your perspective) and the convention of 


the father’s name — about which Scott observes the following: 


“the nearly universal system of permanent patronymic naming did not exist anywhere in the 
world before states found it useful for identification. It has spread along with taxes, courts, 


landed property, conscription, and police work — that is, along with the development of the 
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state. It has now been superseded by identification numbers, photography, fingerprints, and 


DNA testing, but it was invented as a means of supervision and control.” 


“Supervision and control”: if you are a state, or its agent, this is what matters to you. But 
it is not what matters to the diverse in its particularity. Humans, simply as examples of 
life so | would argue, are those things which seek to evade a strict uniformity much like 
plants in a garden would grow wild if Fussy and overzealous gardeners did not force 
them to grow a certain way. Scott argues, much as he argues elsewhere, that there are 
always undercurrents and informal practices that keep the official and sanctioned on 
track, that there is an unacknowledged chaos behind any order — and that this chaos is 
vital if the order is to in fact remain intact. (Would capitalism continue to exist if people 
didn’t, entirely spontaneously and contrary to the dictates of capitalism, help other 
people with little acts of kindness For Free in addition?) Life before the nation state in its 
modern form was then a vast cornucopia of various vernacular beliefs and practices, a 
wild garden the nation state has since tried to turn into a coiffured and controlled one 


with ordered lines and serried rows. Thus: 


“Over the past two centuries, vernacular practices have been extinguished at such a rate 
that one can, with little exaggeration, think of the process as one of mass extinction akin to 
the accelerated disappearance of species. And the cause is also analogous: the loss of 


habitat. Many vernacular practices have made their final exit, and others are endangered. 


The principal agent behind their extinction is none other than the anarchists’ sworn enemy, 
the state, and in particular the modern nation-state. The rise of the modern and now 


hegemonic political module of the nation-state displaced and then crushed a host of 


1023 


vernacular political forms: stateless bands, tribes, free cities, loose confederations of towns, 
maroon communities, empires. In their place stands everywhere a single vernacular: the 
North Atlantic nation-state, codified in the eighteenth century and masquerading as a 


universal." 


By now, you are probably sick to the back teeth of me telling you something is “a Fiction” 
— but here is another one: the nation state. Far from being an eternal reality sent down 
from god above, every single nation state has been forced and fabricated out of land 


and political power and enforced on everybody else — at pain of death. So: 


“Once in place, the modern (nation-) state set about homogenizing its population and the 
people's deviant, vernacular practices. Nearly everywhere, the state proceeded to fabricate 


a nation: France set about creating Frenchmen, Italy set about creating Italians. 


This entailed a great project of homogenization. A huge variety of languages and dialects, 
often mutually unintelligible, were, largely through schooling, subordinated to a 
standardized national language - often the dialect of the dominant region. This led to the 
disappearance of languages; of local literatures, oral and written; of music; of legends and 


epics; of whole worlds of meaning.” 


But it doesn’t stop here: 


“Beyond the nation-state itself, the forces of standardization are today represented by 


international organizations. It is the principal aim of institutions such as the World Bank, 


the International Monetary Fund, the World Trade Organization, UNESCO, and even UNICEF 
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and the World Court to propagate normative ("best practice") standards, once again 
deriving from the North Atlantic nations, throughout the globe. The financial muscle of 
these agencies is such that failure to conform to their recommendations carries substantial 
penalties in loans and aid forgone. The process of institutional alignment now goes by the 
charming euphemism of "harmonization." Global corporations are instrumental as well in 
this project of standardization. They too thrive in a familiar and homogenized cosmopolitan 
setting where the legal order, the commercial regulations, the currency system, and so on 
are uniform. They are also, through their sales of goods, services, and advertising, 


constantly working to fabricate consumers, whose needs and tastes are what they require.” 


Politically and economically, then, it is profitable to homogenise, to destroy diversity, to 
universalise and standardise. In this process cultural, political and economic diversity is 
lost and all the eggs are put in the capitalist/authoritarian basket. It is a uniform agenda 


and if you want anything to be different then you are going to have to rebel and resist. 


“Resistance” is probably that thing James C. Scott is best known, in his anthropological 
career, for studying. Many of his books are directly about it. Usually his studies are of a 
peasant resistance below even the civilised imaginings of a “working class”, an industrial 
notion that does not apply to those more agrarian. We probably forget, in Fact, how 
important “land” has been and continues to be — most likely because, these days, it is all 
owned by somebody else who claims exclusive property rights over it and has posted 
either actual or metaphorical “keep out” signs at the gate. This is ultimately where 
capitalism begins when the only resource there really is — land — is stolen and then sold 
back to everyone in various forms (often through what is then done on or with it). 


Anarchism, however, begins in recognising that our situation is not actually one of silly 
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and naive utopian dreams (although for many who seemingly have checked out of real 
political action — if they had ever checked in — it continues to only be about dreaming) 
but of RESISTANCE properly so called and imagined. The situation is that WE ARE 
IMPRISONED BY AUTHORITARIAN CAPITALISM. We shall always be this unless or until it 
destroys itself (which many think is highly likely on a long enough timeline) or it is 


destroyed from within (which is where we, the human beings who give a Fuck, come in). 


The problem here, however, is that the nation state, with a side order of aggressively 
acquisitive capitalism, is a powerful duo. Allied to industry and technology, it has 
manufactured a powerful grip on human relations, forcing many to service it as 
organisms parasitic upon it as the host in a context of ever increasing and policed 
surveillance. | have lost count of the those | talk to who long ago gave up even imagining 
this could be fought, let alone having any Fight left in them in regard to it. Authoritarian 
capitalism has, as a tactic, sown apathy and resignation into the fabric of its societies 
such that many now find the state and capitalism entirely naturalised in their thinking. 
This is the way things SHOULD be - and if it isn’t then its the best organisation of human 
activity we've yet found. And so the anarchist finds themselves fighting not more 
immediately political and economic battles but intellectual ones as well. (Recently, For 


example, | saw Elon Musk pimping capitalism as the best economic AND MORAL choice.) 


Ironically, Scott here says in his preface to Two Cheers for Anarchism that “My interest in 
the anarchist critique of the state was born of disillusionment and dashed hopes in 
revolutionary change.” So, as Fellow anthropologist David Graeber has also remarked in 
his book Direct Action (which | interacted with previously at some length in Black Flag), 


Scott reminds us in regard to “revolution” that: 
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“virtually every major successful revolution ended by creating a state more powerful than 
the one it overthrew, a state that in turn was able to extract more resources from and 


exercise more control over the very populations it was designed to serve.” 


Revolution, to make a general statement, doesn’t often work. And | think the intelligent 
anarchist who is paying attention has to take stock of that fact. They have to go back to 
their anarchist principles, to the discussions of previous others in the annals of the 
anarchist past, and ask what the anarchist is about, what the anarchist wants, what 
honest anarchist desire is for. | think when that is done Scott's Favourite subject of study 
— RESISTANCE -— is more properly the answer than is revolution. The anarchist does not, 
or should not, want to run the world. “Anarchy” is not “running the world according to 
anarchist principles”. “Anarchy” is having anarchist principles which means that NO ONE 
CAN RUN THE WORLD. IF anarchy is “self-organisation” then it is insisting on organising 
yourself and resisting all others who would insist otherwise. This is why my metaphor for 
anarchism is pirates and piracy as epitomised in my 2,000 page volume Black Flag. Scott 
says in his preface here that Pierre-Joseph Proudhon had “mutuality, or cooperation 
without hierarchy or state rule” in his mind when he called himself an anarchist in What 
is Property? Well, if that is true, then it is the anarchist’s destiny to resist hierarchy and 
state rule. Anarchists are resisters — and they must be for the situation they are in is one 
of authoritarian capitalist incarceration, both in conditions and relationships. What the 
anarchist wants From their resistance is then an “authentic Freedom” which Scott 
mentions in his preface when he says: “There is no authentic freedom where huge 
differences make voluntary agreements or exchanges nothing more than legalized 
plunder.” This is to recognise “the coercive structure” of the current political and 


economic situation in which there are “huge disparities in wealth, property and status” 
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which “make a mockery of freedom”. No one is free who must work to live and no one is 
free who must watch where they step or who they insult. We must recognise our 


consequent incarceration — and resist it. 


OF course, neither the state nor capitalism encourage resistance and both seek micro- 
managed compliance. They employ violent coercions (from forced poverty to 
imprisonment to violent attack) to this effect. Another violent coercion they employ is 
the ideological one in which, in Orwellian style, they employ doublethink, doublespeak 
and all the other neologisms of Nineteen-Eighty-Four until words are meaningless and 
ideas come to mean the opposite of what they were once supposed to mean. 
“Democracy”, for example, now seems to mean “doing as you are told lest you offend 
the governmentally decided ‘will of the people’’. Scott describes “democratic 
institutions” in Two Cheers as “commodities” that are “up for auction to the highest 
bidder” and we know what he means for we know that in a capitalist state money is the 
only thing that talks and all the politicians and institutions are bought with it. As Scott 
puts this, “the dollars infect and overwhelm the votes” and so “democracy is a cruel hoax 
without relative equality”. “Democracy”, and its supposed agents, have absolutely no 
interest in genuine Freedom or authentic mutuality because their loyalty has been paid 
For in the support of self-reinforcing inequality, exploitation and domination of people 
and things now thought of only as resources. So we are in the business of resistance. 


And we must be. What? You think someone is coming to save us? How very Christian of 


you! 


And so, in the words of the Russian novel beloved of Emma Goldman and her companion 


Alexander Berkman alike, “What is to be done?” It seems reasonable to assume that we 
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must resist being organised and perhaps even organise ourselves otherwise. On 
organisation, in Fact, Scott has plenty to say. A first observation is that it is not usually 
“organisations” which “precipitate protest movements”. The relation is, rather, the other 
way around —- and organisations may then go on to be those things which turn into 
institutions and formulate a new normal (which is one big reason to be very wary of 
them). And so: “So far as system-threatening protests are concerned, formal 
organizations are more an impediment than a facilitator.” That’s one in the eye For all 
you organisationally obsessed anarchists out there who want to package the revolution 
up and give everybody their own unique role in the administrated hell you want the 
Future to become (benevolently, of course, always benevolently). “Organisations”, in 
Fact, should almost certainly always be viewed with suspicion because, once formed, 
they become a locus of power and the obvious thing to be gained control of. Scott tells 
us, quite correctly here, that “the vast majority of formal organisations... represent 


established interests.” And, if they don’t, they probably soon will. Thus: 


“Episodes of structural change, therefore, tend to occur only when massive, 
noninstitutionalized disruption in the form of riots, attacks on property, unruly 
demonstrations, theft, arson, and open defiance threatens established institutions. Such 
disruption is virtually never encouraged, let alone initiated, even by left-wing organizations 
that are structurally inclined to favor orderly demands, demonstrations, and strikes that can 
usually be contained within the existing institutional framework. Opposition institutions 
with names, office bearers, constitutions, banners, and their own internal governmental 


routines favor, naturally enough, institutionalized conflict, at which they are specialists. 
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As Frances Fox Piven and Richard A. Cloward have convincingly shown for the Great 
Depression in the United States, protests by unemployed and workers in the 1930s, the civil 
rights movement, the anti-Vietnam War movement, and the welfare rights movement, 
what success the movements enjoyed was at their most disruptive, most confrontational, 
least organized, and least hierarchical. It was the effort to stem the contagion of a 
spreading, noninstitutionalized challenge to the existing order that prompted concessions. 
There were no leaders to negotiate a deal with, no one who could promise to get people off 
the streets in return for concessions. Mass defiance, precisely because it threatens the 
institutional order, gives rise to organizations that try to channel that defiance into the 


flow of normal politics, where it can be contained.” 


Thus, what we should learn From this is that organisations are dangerous things, things 
liable to be corrupt in regard to pure interests in agency, autonomy and Free association, 
things put in the service of a very anti-anarchist centralising control. The best defender 
of your freedom, such insights teach us, is you yourself, and your best weapon to secure 
it is YOUR OWN DIRECT ACTION. You precisely do not want some jumped up 
organisation with its own agenda “speaking on your behalf” (as if it ever could) and you 
especially do not want it doing a backroom deal to sell your interests — which you alone 
decide — down the river of expediency. As Scott here notes, we should trust to the power 
of uncoordinated direct action of those with their own interests at heart. Or, as Max 
Stirner had it, insurrection trumps revolution and you can be your own insurrection just 
by deciding that is what you are going to be. Such decentralised actions of free 
individuals are not things that can be corralled, bargained with or, more to the point, 
bargained away. It is demanding your freedom in an attitude of deliberate non- 


compliance, individually or in freely associational relationships of common interest 
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whether ad hoc or semi-permanent, that ultimately works your freedom and not any 
“organisation” — which is much more likely to view that same freedom as something to 


be controlled for its own interest instead. 


In his academic work Scott has concentrated a good portion of his time on something he 
calls “infrapolitics” which is politically consequent actions people can take but which are 
often regarded as “outside the visible spectrum of what usually passes for political 


activity” at all. As Scott explains: 


“By infrapolitics | have in mind such acts as foot-dragging, poaching, pilfering, 
dissimulation, sabotage, desertion, absenteeism, squatting, and flight. Why risk getting 
shot for a failed mutiny when desertion will do just as well ? Why risk an open land invasion 
when squatting will secure de facto land rights ? Why openly petition for rights to wood, 
fish, and game when poaching will accomplish the same purpose quietly? In many cases 
these forms of de facto self-help flourish and are sustained by deeply held collective 
opinions about conscription, unjust wars, and rights to land and nature that cannot safely 
be ventured openly. And yet the accumulation of thousands or even millions of such petty 
acts can have massive effects on warfare, land rights, taxes, and property relations. The 
large-mesh net political scientists and most historians use to troll for political activity 
utterly misses the fact that most subordinate classes have historically not had the luxury of 
open political organization. That has not prevented them from working microscopically, 


cooperatively, complicitly, and massively at political change from below.” 


So Scott is basically saying that human beings still, and often always, have their agency. 


Things actually work, in terms of social organisation and relationships, because people 
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(whether ultimately coerced until they grudgingly give in or not) cooperate in them. As 
Scott puts this: “Most villages and neighbourhoods Function precisely because of the 
informal, transient networks of coordination that do not require formal organization, let 
alone hierarchy. In other words, the experience of anarchistic mutuality is ubiquitous.” 
Consequently, WE MUST NOT COUNT OUT what Scott refers to as “the independent, 
self-organizing power of individuals and small communities.” Often, for example in times 
of spontaneous emergency, we find people come together to solve urgent and 
immediate problems. We have perhaps all seen videos of animals and people rescued 
From large holes they have fallen into or raging torrents that threatened to sweep them 
away. We need to remember that we ALWAYS have this ability and that WE DO NOT 


NEED ANYONE'S PERMISSION TO SO ACT OR ORGANISE. 


The state, however, and capitalism under its auspices (which it has bought with hard- 
earned stolen wealth), does not want us organising ourselves. It wants us state 
organised and (preferably) state supervised. Here Scott quotes Proudhon before 
commenting himself Further: 

“To be ruled is to be kept an eye on, inspected, spied on, regulated, indoctrinated, 
sermonized, listed and checked off, estimated, appraised, censured, ordered about by 
creatures without knowledge and without virtues. To be ruled is at every operation, 
transaction, movement, to be noted, registered, counted, priced, admonished, prevented, 


reformed, redressed, corrected.’ 


To what extent has the hegemony of the state and of formal, hierarchical organizations 


undermined the capacity for and the practice of mutuality and cooperation that have 
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historically created order without the state? To what degree have the growing reach of the 
state and the assumptions behind action in a liberal economy actually produced the asocial 
egoists that Hobbes thought Leviathan was designed to tame? One could argue that the 
formal order of the liberal state depends fundamentally on a social capital of habits of 
mutuality and cooperation that antedate it, which it cannot create and which, in fact, it 
undermines. The state, arguably, destroys the natural initiative and responsibility that arise 
from voluntary cooperation. Further, the neoliberal celebration of the individual maximizer 
over society, of individual freehold property over common property, of the treatment of 
land (nature) and labor (human work life) as market commodities, and of monetary 
commensuration in, say, cost-benefit analysis (e.g., shadow pricing for the value of a sunset 
or an endangered view) all encourage habits of social calculation that smack of social 


Darwinism." 


Scott’s argument here is that what works, simple human cooperation and mutuality, is 
what has always worked and what will always have to work. But it is being undermined, 
due to a profit and power motive, by what does not work — at least on a long enough 
timeline (which is not, in civilisational terms, very long). Our only choice (besides giving 
in or suicide — which is really the same thing) is to resist and, so this narrative of Scott's 
suggests, the tools we need for this are always already at hand for they how anything 
already works anyway. But there is a problem here, obviously, in all that we have already 
had cause to point out about the state and capitalism and their coercion and violence. 
We do not just act the ways we do and relate the ways we do because they are “natural” 
or “normal” but because we are forced to. And so we must PRACTICE resistance. Scott 


posits this as his own “Law of Anarchist Calisthenics”: 
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“One day you will be called on to break a big law in the name of justice and rationality. 
Everything will depend on it. You have to be ready. How are you going to prepare for that 
day when it really matters? You have to stay 'in shape' so that when the big day comes you 
will be ready. What you need is ‘anarchist calisthenics.’ Every day or so break some trivial 
law that makes no sense, even if it's only jaywalking. Use your own head to judge whether a 
law is just or reasonable. That way, you'll keep trim; and when the big day comes, you'll be 


ready." 


This leads into a further “fragment” from Scott about “the importance of 
insubordination” and the self-actualising creation of yourself as a person “who does not 
take orders” and who determines always to respect their own agency and autonomy and 
to get intellectually and morally used to that idea - which one needs to do when one has 
been taught all one’s life to “do as you're told”. Resisting the old habits of civilisation, 
one gets into a new habit and one should do this by practising “acts of disobedience”, 
“petty acts of refusal” or “petty acts of insubordination”. One should actively determine 
to engage in regular and largely anonymous acts of refusal to “obey authority” or “do as 
you are told” and, in this, its not so much what is done that matters so much as it 
becomes your consciousness and your habit. Such behaviour, in the anthropological 
scholarship of Scott, has a long and illustrious history as the “historically preferred mode 
of political action for peasant and subaltern classes” and so it should when an acquisitive 
class has determined to use you up as resources with a bare minimum of concern about 
how you survive for yourself. So if you have to break a petty law, leave work early, steal 
some stock or refuse an instruction, then that’s what you have to do. Not just for 
yourself but for all of us - For power operates by making sure it is seen to be operating as 


much as it is actually done. If too many people do too many things they shouldn’t do 
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then power gets a reputation for not being all its cracked up to be. OF course, the point 
here is never to get caught. “Getting away with it” is all of a piece with this activity; it is 
part of this “infrapolitics” itself. James Scott notes that “More regimes have been 
brought, piecemeal, to their knees by what was once called ‘Irish democracy,’ the silent, 
dogged resistance, withdrawal, and truculence of millions of ordinary people, than by 


revolutionary vanguards or rioting mobs.” 


And the logic here is something we have seen in my writing before For it is the logic of 
Zhuangzi: “We make the path by walking.” In other words, we decide who we (singular 
and plural) will become by how we act and the trail of actions we leave behind us. This 
Forms us into this kind of people or that. (Which is one reason gender critics are trying to 
eradicate trans people. So we don’t all just get used to trans people being around.) And 
so it becomes our duty to ourselves and to our Future selves as a society that we become 
these self-actualised, autonomous, insubordinate and rebellious people: that we invent 


ourselves as those who resist. Thus, in words pertinent of our current situation: 


“Under authoritarian rule it seems patently obvious that subjects who have no elected 
representatives to champion their cause and who are denied the usual means of public 
protest (demonstrations, strikes, organized social movement, dissident media) would have 
no other recourse than foot-dragging, sabotage, poaching, theft, and, ultimately, revolt. 
Surely the institutions of representative democracy and the freedoms of expression and 
assembly afforded modern citizens make such forms of dissent obsolete(?) After all, the 
core purpose of representative democracy is precisely to allow democratic majorities to 
realize their claims, however ambitious, in a thoroughly institutionalized fashion. It is a 


cruel irony that this great promise of democracy is rarely realized in practice.” 
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In modern jurisdictions where “democracy” has become a meaningless and Orwellian 
term, a “vote” means absolutely nothing but your coerced attachment to a forced 
communal project that is not, and was never, constructed in your Favour. People weren’t 
given the vote so that they could effect real change but so that they would be bound to 
the continued and practised lack of it. In a world where a Few own most of everything, a 
vote makes no difference to anything (for if it did it wouldn’t exist). Democracy becomes 
a sham term for a collection of sham processes. What must then make the difference is 
your refusal to play the game of political, economic and moral normality For, short of 
mind rays, they cannot force every single one of us to continually do what they want. 
Once more, our defence is our agency and autonomy, our self-organised direct action in 
our own cause which gives power to no one and so leaves no one for power to nobble or 
negotiate with. (Sometimes power buys off the leader or figurehead and sometimes it 
dishes out the Martin Luther King or Fred Hampton treatment. It makes little difference 
to power.) Here it is LACK of organisations and institutions that is the strength. For who 
can power or authority attack if everyone acts For themselves (although not necessary 
by themselves or at chaotic cross-purposes for people, necessarily, often want similar 


things and to act in ad hocalliances)? Thus: 


“The brutal fact of routine, institutionalized liberal democratic politics is that the interests 
of the poor are largely ignored until and unless a sudden and dire crisis catapults the poor 
into the streets. As Martin Luther King,Jr., noted, ‘a riot is the language of the unheard.’ 
Large-scale disruption, riot, and spontaneous defiance have always been the most potent 
political recourse of the poor. Such activity is not without structure. It is structured by 


informal, self-organized, and transient networks of neighbourhood, work, and family that 
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lie outside the formal institutions of politics. This is structure alright, just not the kind 


amenable to institutionalized politics.” 


Anarchism is sometimes characterised as “anti-politics” and this is the sense here too for 
this is purposely NOTHING TO DO with any "official channels”. Such channels must, in 
Fact, and whatever the names and faces, be marked off as out of bounds and lost to the 
institutional enemy. “Official channels” sup with the enemy and so are the enemy. We 
should note the truth in what Scott says when he remarks that “it is undeniable that 
most episodes of major reform have not been initiated without major disorders and the 
rush of elites to contain and normalize them.” But, of course, if we are making our path 
by walking it, we should also refuse to be “normalised”. We shall decide what “normal” is 
by creating it ourselves. We cede nothing and our defiance and resistance to our 
organisation should precede us. The fact is, as Scott notes, that massive, collective 
disorder often achieves far more, and in shorter order, than decades of “organisations” 
with their ‘lobbying’ and ‘agendas for change’. It is not about principles for change; IT IS 


ABOUT BEING THE CHANGE. Consequently, we need to acknowledge that: 


“Virtually all the great emancipatory movements of the past three centuries have initially 
confronted a legal order, not to mention police power, arrayed against them. They would 
scarcely have prevailed had not a handful of brave souls been willing to breach those laws 
and customs (e.g., through sit-ins, demonstrations, and mass violations of passed laws). 
Their disruptive actions, fuelled by indignation, frustration, and rage, made it abundantly 
clear that their claims could not be met within the existing institutional and legal 
parameters. Thus, immanence in their willingness to break the law was not so much a desire 


to sow chaos as a compulsion to instate a more just legal order. To the extent that our 
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current rule of law is more capacious and emancipatory than its predecessors were, we owe 


much of that gain to lawbreakers.” 


And so we need to learn the lessons of resistance and direct action. We need to learn 
that we, in our very selves, are the insubordinate, disobedient change. Or there is no 
change. 

Having looked at resistance, and its politics, through one pair of eyes, let’s now look at it 
through another. In this case those eyes are to be those of English political philosopher 
William Godwin. Godwin was a popular (or, alternatively, infamous) figure in London 
literary circles in the 1790s (during which time he would come to know and eventually 
marry feminist Mary Wollstonecraft and father Mary Shelley with her) when, across La 
Manche, France was in revolutionary turmoil. Godwin is remembered today as someone 
who criticised political institutions and aristocratic privilege, being an early proponent of 
ideas later imagined utilitarian and anarchist (although, in my view, he was, simply put, 
not completely either thing. “Minarchist” — one who believes in a minimalist or 
nightwatchman state - perhaps better describes him). His adult views were, not 
unsurprisingly, not entirely unattached from his upbringing which was at times 
extremely religious and strict, giving the adult Godwin a strongly anti-authoritarian bent 
which highly emphasised rationality, equality and consensus thinking. As an adult 
reading the works of Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Jonathan Swift and Claude Helvétius his 
philosophy would modulate From faith to reason and he eventually became a writer of 


philosophical and novelistic literature besides more journalistic endeavours. 
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At the beginning of the French Revolution in 1789 English commentators were split. 
Some, most famously Edmund Burke, were appalled at it and wrote pamphlets against it 
accordingly (Burke’s Reflections on the Revolution in France being the most famous of 
these and eliciting response both in the form of Thomas Paine’s Rights of Man but also 
Mary Wollstonecraft’s A Vindication of the Rights of Men). Godwin did not immediately 
charge into this Fray as he was already composing a work of political philosophy based on 
his developing radical principles gleaned from several sources. He hoped to produce a 
systematic politics in literary form as a result. This book was to become his Enquiry 
Concerning Political Justice, a book intended to be about the principles of society, 


government and such morals as were necessary For both. The Enquiry begins as follows: 


“The object proposed in the following work is an investigation concerning that form of 
public or political society, that system of intercourse and reciprocal action, extending 
beyond the bounds of a single family, which shall be found most to conduce to the general 
benefit. How may the peculiar and independent operation of each individual in the social 
state most effectually be preserved? How may the security each man ought to possess, as to 
his life, and the employment of his faculties according to the dictates of his own 
understanding, be most certainly defended from invasion? How may the individuals of the 
human species be made to contribute most substantially to the general improvement and 
happiness? The enquiry here undertaken has for its object to facilitate the solution of these 


interesting questions. 


In entering upon this investigation nothing can be more useful than to examine into the 


extent of the influence that is to be ascribed to political institutions; in other words, into 
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the powers of man, as they have modified, or may hereafter modify his social state of 


existence. Upon this subject there has been considerable difference of opinion. 


The most usually received hypothesis is that which considers the effects of government or 
social institutions, whether acting by express regulations or otherwise, as rather of a 
negative than positive nature. No doubt the purposes for which government was 
established are in their strictest sense negative; to maintain us in the possession of certain 
advantages against the occasional hostility either of domestic or foreign invaders. But does 
the influence of government stop at the point for the sake of which mankind were first 


prevailed on to adopt it? 


Those who believe that it does or can stop at this point necessarily regard it as a matter of 
subordinate disquisition, or at most only co-ordinate with several others. They survey man 
in his individual character, in his domestic connections, and in the pursuits and attachments 
which his feelings may incline him to adopt. These of course fill the principal part of the 
picture. These are supposed, by the speculators of whom we now speak, to be in ordinary 
cases independent of all political systems and establishments. It is only in peculiar 
emergencies and matters that depart from the accustomed routine of affairs that they 
conceive a private individual to have any occasion to remember, or to be in the least 
affected by the government of his country. If he commit or is supposed to commit any 
offence against the general welfare, if he find himself called upon to repress the offence of 
another, or if any danger from foreign hostility threaten the community in which he resides, 
in these cases and these only is he obliged to recollect that he has a country. These 


considerations impose upon him the further duty of consulting, even when no immediate 
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danger is nigh, how political liberty may best be maintained, and maladministration 


prevented.” 


Here immediately we see the idea that government (as nation state) is not really 
something people should Forever be concerned with — for they quite naturally (should) 
have their own concerns and busy themselves with these. This may act as a guide when | 
come to quoting Godwin now From chapter one of book four of the text which addresses 
“resistance” in the context of “the operation of opinion in societies and individuals”. | 
shall quote the whole chapter (minus its opening and backward looking paragraph) 
before commenting on what | regard as its salient points for my conversation thereafter. 


The commented passages shall be italicised and numbered For reference below: 


“The strong hold of government has appeared hitherto to have consisted in seduction. 
However imperfect might be the political constitution under which they lived, mankind 
have ordinarily been persuaded to regard it with a sort of reverential and implicit 
respect. The privileges of Englishmen, and the liberties of Germany, the splendour of the 
most Christian, and the solemn gravity of the Catholic king, have each afforded a subject 
of exultation to the individuals who shared, or thought they shared, in the advantages 
these terms were conceived to describe. Each man was accustomed to deem it a mark of 
the peculiar kindness of providence that he was born in the country, whatever it was, to 
which he happened to belong. The time may come which shall subvert these prejudices. 
The time may come when men shall exercise the piercing search of truth upon the 
mysteries of government, and view without prepossession the defects and abuses of the 
constitution of their country. Out of this new order of things a new series of duties will 


arise. When a spirit of impartiality shall prevail, and loyalty shall decay, it will become us 
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to enquire into the conduct which such a state of thinking shall make necessary. We shall 
then be called upon to maintain a true medium between blindness to injustice and 
calamity on the one hand, and an acrimonious spirit of violence and resentment on the 
other. It will be the duty of such as shall see these subjects in the pure light of truth to 
exert themselves for the effectual demolition of monopolies and usurpation; but 
effectual demolition is not the offspring of crude projects and precipitate measures. He who 
dedicates himself to these may be suspected to be under the domination of passion, rather 
than benevolence. The true friend of equality will do nothing unthinkingly, will cherish no 
wild schemes of uproar and confusion, and will endeavour to discover the mode in which his 


faculties may be laid out to the greatest and most permanent advantage. (1) 


The whole of this question is intimately connected with the enquiry which has 
necessarily occupied a share In the disquisitions of all writers on the subject of 
government, concerning the propriety and measures of resistance. Are the worst 
government and best equally entitled to the toleration and forbearance of their subjects? Is 
there no case of political oppression that will authorize the persons who suffer it to take up 
arms against their oppressors? Or, if there be, what is the quantity of oppression at the 
measure of which insurrections begin to be justifiable? Abuses will always exist, for man 
will always be imperfect; what is the nature of the abuse which it would be pusillanimous 
to oppose by words only, and which true courage would instruct us was to be endured no 


longer?’ (2) 


No question can be conceived more important than this. In the examination of it 
philosophy almost Forgets its nature; it ceases to be speculation, and becomes an actor. 


Upon the decision, according as it shall be decided in the minds of a bold and resolute 
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party, the existence of thousands may be suspended. The speculative enquirer, if he live 
in a state where abuse is notorious and grievances Frequent, knows not, while he weighs 
the case in the balance of reason, how far that which he attempts to describe is already 
realized in the apprehension of numbers of his countrymen. Let us enter upon the 


question with the seriousness which so critical an inquiry demands. 


Resistance may have its source in the emergencies either of the public or the individual. 
‘A nation,’ it has commonly been said, ‘has a right to shake off any authority that is 
usurped over it.’ This is a proposition that has generally passed without question, and 
certainly no proposition can appear more plausible. But, if we examine it minutely, we 
shall find that it is attended with equivocal circumstances. What do we mean by a nation? 
Is the whole people concerned in this resistance, or only a part? IF the whole be prepared 
to resist, the whole is persuaded of the injustice of the usurpation. What sort of 
usurpation is that which can be exercised by one or a Few persons over a whole nation 
universally disapproving of it? Government is Founded in opinion. Bad government 
deceives us first, before it fastens itself upon us like an incubus, oppressing all our 
efforts. A nation in general must have learned to respect a king and a house of lords, before 
a king and a house of lords can exercise any authority over them. If a man or a set of men, 
unsanctioned by any previous prejudice in their favour, pretend to exercise sovereignty in a 
country, they will become objects of derision rather than of serious resistance. Destroy the 
existing prejudice in favour of any of our present institutions, and they will fall into similar 


disuse and contempt. (3) 


It has sometimes been supposed ‘that an army, foreign or domestic, may be sufficient to 


hold a people in subjection, completely against their inclination.’ A domestic army at 
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least will in some degree partake of the opinions and sentiments of the people at large. 
The more precautions are employed to prevent the infection, the doctrine will probably 
spread with so much the more certainty and rapidity. Show me that you are afraid of my 
entertaining certain opinions or hearing certain principles, and you will infallibly, sooner 
or later, awaken my curiosity. A domestic army will always be found a very doubtful 
instrument of tyranny in a period of crisis. — A Foreign army after a time will become 
domesticated. If the question be of importing a Foreign army for the specific purpose of 
supporting tottering abuse, great alarm will inevitably be excited. These men, it may be, 
are adapted for continuing the reign of tyranny; but who will pay them? A weak, 
superstitious or ignorant people may be held in the chains of foreign power; but the school 
of moral and political independence sends forth pupils of a very different character. In the 
encounter with their penetration and discernment, tyranny will feel itself powerless and 
transitory. In a word, either the people are unenlightened and unprepared for a state of 
freedom, and then the struggle and the consequences of the struggle will be truly perilous; 
or the progress of political knowledge among them is decisive, and then everyone will see 
how futile and short-lived will be the attempt to hold them in subjection, by means of 
garrisons and a foreign force. (4) The party attached to liberty is, upon that supposition, 
the numerous one; they are the persons of true energy, and who have an object worthy 
of their zeal. Their oppressors, Few in number, and degraded to the rank of lifeless 
machines, wander with no certain destination or prospect over the vast surface, and are 
objects of pity rather than serious alarm. Every hour diminishes their number and their 
resources; while, on the other hand, every moment's delay gives new strength to the 
cause, and fortitude to the champions, of liberty. Men would not be inclined 
pertinaciously to object to a short delay, if they recollected the advantages and the 


certainty of success with which it is pregnant. — Meanwhile these reasonings turn upon 
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the probability that the purposes of liberty will be Full as effectually answered without 
the introduction of Force: there can be little doubt of the justifiableness of a whole nation 
having recourse to arms, if a case can be made out in which it shall be impossible for them 


to prevent the introduction of slavery in any other way. (5) 


The same reasonings, with little variation, will apply to the case of an unquestionable 
majority of a nation, as to that of the whole. The majority of a nation is irresistible; it as 
little needs to have recourse to violence; there is as little reason to expect that any 
usurper will be so mad as to contend with it. IF ever it appear to be otherwise, it is 
because, in one of two ways, we deceive ourselves with the term majority. First, nothing 
is more obvious than the danger incident to a man of a sanguine temper of 
overestimating the strength of his party. He associates perhaps only with persons of his 
own way of thinking, and a very small number appears to him as if it were the whole 
world. Ask persons of different tempers and habits of life how many republicans there 
are at this hour in England or Scotland, and you will immediately be struck with the very 
opposite answers you will receive. There are many errors of a sanguine temper that 
appear, at first sight, innocent or even useful: but surely every man of integrity and 
conscience will hesitate, before he suffers the possibility that an error of this sort should 
encourage him to plunge a nation in violence, and open a sea of blood. He must have a 
heart of strange composition who, for the precarious inferences he draws in moral or 
political calculation, would volunteer a mandate of death, or be the first to unsheath the 


sword of summary execution. (6) 


A second deception that lurks under the word majority lies, not in the question of 


number, but of quality and degree of illumination. A majority, we say perhaps, is 
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dissatisfied with the present state of things, and wishes for such a specific alteration. 
Alas, it is to be feared that the greater part of this majority are often mere parrots who 
have been taught a lesson of the subject of which they understand little or nothing. (7) 
What is it they dislike? A specific tax perhaps, or some temporary grievance. Do they 
dislike the vice and meanness that grow out of tyranny, and pant for the liberal and 
ingenuous virtue that would be fostered in their own minds in a different condition? No. 
They are very angry, and fancy themselves very judicious. What is it they desire? They 
know not. It would probably be easy to show that what they profess to desire is little 
better than what they hate. What they hate is not the general depravation of the human 
character; and what they desire is not its improvement. It is an insult upon human 
understanding, when we speak of persons in this state of infantine ignorance, to say that 
the majority of the nation is on the side of political renovation. Few greater misfortunes 
can befall any country than for such persons to be instigated to subvert existing 


institutions, and violently to take the work of political reformation into their own hands. (7) 


There is an obvious remedy to each of the deceptions here enumerated: Time: Is it 
doubtful whether the reformers be a real majority of the inhabitants of any country? Is it 
doubtful whether the majority truly understand the object of their professed wishes, 
and therefore whether they be ripe for its reception, and competent to its assertion? 
Wait but a little while, and the doubt will probably be solved in the manner that the 
warmest friend of human happiness and improvement would desire. /f the system of 
independence and equality be the truth, it may be expected hourly to gain converts. The 
more it is discussed, the more will it be understood, and its value cherished and felt. (8) |f 
the state of the majority be doubtful, a very Few years, perhaps a shorter time, will tend 


to place it beyond the reach of controversy. The great cause of humanity, which is now 
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pleading in the face of the universe, has but two enemies; those friends of antiquity, and 
those friends of innovation, who, impatient of suspense, are inclined violently to interrupt 
the calm, the incessant, the rapid and auspicious progress which thought and reflection 
appear to be making in the world. Happy would it be for mankind if those persons who 
interest themselves most zealously in these great questions would confine their exertions to 
the diffusing, in every possible mode, a spirit of enquiry, and the embracing every 
opportunity of increasing the stock, and generalizing the communication, of political 


knowledge! (8) 


A third situation, which may be conceived to exist in a country where political reform has 
been made a topic of considerable attention, is that where neither the whole, nor the 
majority, of the nation is desirous of the reform in question, but where the innovators 
are an unquestionable minority. /n this case nothing can be more indefensible than a 
project for introducing by violence that state of society which our judgements may happen 
to approve. (9) In the first place, no persons are ripe for the participation of a benefit the 
advantage of which they do not understand. No people are competent to enjoy a state of 
freedom who are not already imbued with a love of freedom. (10) The most dreadful 
tragedies will infallibly result From an attempt to goad mankind prematurely into a 
position, however abstractedly excellent, for which they are in no degree prepared. 
Secondly, to endeavour to impose our sentiments by force is the most detestable species of 
persecution. Others are as much entitled to deem themselves in the right as we are. The 
most sacred of all privileges is that by which each man has a certain sphere, relative to the 
government of his own actions, and the exercise of his discretion, not liable to be trenched 
upon by the intemperate zeal or dictatorial temper of his neighbour. To dragoon men into 


the adoption of what we think right is an intolerable tyranny. (11) It leads to unlimited 
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disorder and injustice. Every man thinks himself in the right; and, if such a proceeding 
were universally introduced, the destiny of mankind would be no longer a question of 


argument, but of strength, presumption or intrigue. 


There is a further ambiguity in the term nation, as employed in the proposition above 
stated, ‘that a nation has a right forcibly to shake off any authority that is usurped over 
it.’ A nation is an arbitrary term. Which is most properly termed a nation, the Russian 
empire, or the canton of Berne? Or is everything a nation upon which accident shall 
bestow that appellation? /t seems most accurate to say that any number of persons who 
are able to establish and maintain a system of mutual regulation for themselves 
conformable to their own opinions, without imposing a system of regulation upon a 
considerable number of others inconsistent with the opinion of these others, have a right, 
or, more properly speaking, a duty obliging them to adopt that measure. That any man, or 
body of men, should impose their sense upon persons of a different opinion is, absolutely 
speaking, wrong, and in all cases deeply to be regretted: but this evil it is perhaps in some 
degree necessary to incur, for the sake of a preponderating good. All government includes 


in it this evil, as one of its fundamental characteristics. (12) 


There is one circumstance of much importance to be attended to in this disquisition. 
Superficial thinkers lay great stress upon the external situation of men, and little upon 
their internal sentiments. Persevering enquiry will probably lead to a mode of thinking 
the reverse of this. To be free is a circumstance of little value, if we could suppose men ina 
state of external freedom, without the magnanimity, energy and firmness that constitute 
almost all that is valuable in a state of freedom. On the other hand, if a man have these 


qualities, there is little left for him to desire. He cannot be degraded; he cannot readily 
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become either useless or unhappy. He smiles at the impotence of despotism; he fills up his 
existence with serene enjoyment and industrious benevolence. Civil liberty is chiefly 
desirable as a means to procure and perpetuate this temper of mind. (13) They therefore 
begin at the wrong end, who make haste to overturn and confound the usurped powers 
of the world. Make men wise, and by that very operation you make them free. (13) Civil 
liberty Follows as a consequence of this; no usurped power can stand against the artillery 
of opinion. Everything then is in order, and succeeds at its appointed time. How 


unfortunate is it that men are so eager to strike and have so little constancy to reason! 


It is probable that this question of resistance would never have admitted of so long a 
controversy, if the advocates of the system of liberty promulgated in the last century 
had not, unobserved to themselves, introduced a confusion into the question. 
Resistance may be employed, either to repel the injuries committed against the nation 
generally, or such as, in their immediate application, relate to the individual. To the First 
of these the preceding reasonings principally apply. The injuries to a nation depend for 
their nature, for the most part, upon their permanency, and therefore admit of the 
utmost sobriety and deliberation as to the mode in which they are to be remedied. 
Individuals may be injured or destroyed by a specific act of tyranny, but nations cannot; 
the principal mischief to the nation lies in the presage contained in the single act, of the 
injustice that is to continue to be exercised. Resistance, by the very meaning of the term, 
as it is used in political enquiry, signifies a species of conduct that is to be adopted in 
relation to an established authority: but an old grievance seems obviously to lead, as its 


counterpart, to a gradual and temperate remedy. 
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The consideration which, by being confounded with this, has served to mislead certain 
enquirers is that of what is commonly known by the name of self-defence, or, more 
properly, the duty obliging each individual to repel, as far as lies in his power, any violent 
attack made either upon himself or another. This, by the terms of the question, is a 
circumstance that does not admit of delay; the benefit of the remedy entirely depends 
upon the time of the application. The principle in this case is of easy development. Force 
is an expedient the use of which is much to be deplored. It is contrary to the nature of 
intellect, which cannot be improved but by conviction and persuasion. (14) |t corrupts the 
man that employs it, and the man upon whom it is employed. But it seems that there are 
certain cases so urgent as to oblige us to have recourse to this injurious expedient: in 
other words, there are cases where the mischief to accrue from not violently counteracting 
the perverseness of the individual is greater than the mischief which the violence 
necessarily draws along with it. Hence it appears that the ground justifying resistance, in 
every case where it can be justified, is that of the good likely to result from such 


interference being greater than the good to result from omitting it. (15) 


There are probably cases where, as in a murder for example about to be committed ona 
useful and valuable member of society, the chance of preventing it by any other means 
than instantaneous resistance is so small as by no means to vindicate us in incurring the 
danger of so mischievous a catastrophe. But will this justify us, in the case of an 
individual oppressed by the authority of a community? Let us suppose that there is a 
country in which some of its best citizens are selected as objects of vengeance by an 
alarmed and jealous tyranny. It cannot reasonably be doubted that every man, a 
condemned felon or murderer, is to be commended for quietly withdrawing himself 


From the execution of the law; much more such persons as have now been described. But 
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ought those well affected citizens that are still at large to rise in behalf of their brethren 
under persecution? Every man that is disposed to enter into such a project, and who is 
anxious about the moral rectitude of his conduct, must rest its justification upon one of 
the two grounds above stated: either the immediate purpose of his rising is the 
melioration of public institutions, or it is to be estimated with reference to the 
meritoriousness of the individuals in question. (16) The first of these has been sufficiently 
discussed; we will suppose therefore that he confines himself to the last. Here, as has 
been already observed, the whole, as a moral question, will turn upon the comparative 
benefit or mischief to result from the resistance to be employed. The disparity is great 
indeed between the resistance ordinarily suggested by the term self-defence, and the 
resistance which must expect to encounter in its progress the civil power of the country. 
In the First, the question is of a moment; if you succeed in the instant of your exertion, 
you may expect the applause, rather than the prosecution, of executive authority. But, in 
the latter, the end will scarcely be accomplished but by the overthrow of the government 
itself. (17) Let the lives of the individuals in supposition be as valuable as you please, the 
value will necessarily be swallowed up in the greater questions that occur in the sequel. 
Those questions therefore are the proper topics of attention; and we shall be to blame if 
we suffer ourselves to be led unawares into a conduct the direct tendency of which is 
the production of one sort of event, while all we intended was the production of 
another. The value of individuals ought not to be forgotten; there are men whose safety 
should be cherished by us with anxious attention; but it is difficult to imagine a case in 
which, for their sake, the lives of thousands, and the fate of millions, should be committed 


to risk.” (18) 


And so now to my commentary on Godwin’s text which proceeds in 18 points: 
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1. Godwin’s First point, that resistance is not a matter of reactive thinking or impulsive 
action, immediately puts me in mind of the Trumpists who rioted in January 2021 (egged 
on by Trump himself from the sidelines). Their action was not thought out or even 
thoughtful. It was untutored, ignorant passion, a simple belief that their side (such as it 
is and such as it represents) should never lose power. It was concerned only with itself. 
All these, for Godwin, are markers of an illegitimate cause, one that is not thinking about 
a common good, one, in fact, that is not thinking or reasoned at all. And Godwin, as 
readers should have noted in reading his text, makes reason very important to his 
opinions. Godwin judges the best action as that which thinks things through and 


conceives of the greatest (common) advantage. 


2. Godwin asks several questions in relation to political resistance as part of his enquiry. 
For example, are all governments, good and bad, to be regarded as the same in their 
position of governance? Do we concede, or conceive of, situations in which resistance 
would be justified or can we conceive of no such possibility? What would justify 
resistance? Considering that nobody's perfect and so there will always be abuses, what's 
the bar for our own action? In such questions Godwin is once more demonstrating that, 
in an age of reason, reason must be employed in the deliberations of those who would 
even imagine so resisting. | note for myself how far this is away from a more egoist 


anarchist position, one in which no right of governance over others is even assumed. 


3. Godwin makes the point that people only rule because they gain (however they gain) 
the respect of the people in general. Should they lose this respect, imagines Godwin, 
they will not be long in their rule. 230 years later this does not make as much sense now, 


when politics and politicians have much more immediate power and reputations that 
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would shame sewer rats, than perhaps it might have made to Godwin or his readers in 
the 1790s. For now we see politicians, presidents and prime ministers routinely shamed 
and shameful in their behaviour — yet power is either not relinquished or passed on to 
another cut from similar cloth. This power long ago ceased being about any imagined 
“respect” and became the simple instantiation of dogma, force and the priority (and 


assumption) of privilege. 


4. Godwin puts a lot of faith in reason and education. (Too much, in fact, as 
contemporary events show once more.) He imagines that the reasoned and educated 
will be impossible to oppress because their reason and education will make their 
subjugation impossible to maintain. Godwin has something of a point here — or at least 
he would if whole populations had gone on to become reasoned and educated — but he 
did not (and could not) count on electronic media to lull mass populations to sleep with 
entertainments, lies and propaganda. Against a matrix of enforced ignorance whole 


populations are enlisted as the unconscious police of an incarcerating state. 


5. In general terms, as is argued multiple times, Godwin is steadfastly against violence. 
However, he does conceive that where a nation may be enslaved, and no other options 


exist, recourse to violence would become the Final reasonable option. 


6. So he does conceive of violence, where he even conceives of it at all, as a final option. 
He does not imagine, for example, that it is wise to turn to acts of physical force and 
destruction where this is based on the disparate opinions of people of disparate 


tempers and beliefs. Wisdom, he imagines, should overcome such Foolish impulses. 
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Dealing death or summary execution should not be matters of first resort or pre- 


eminent alternatives. 


7. In the matter of dissenting majorities Godwin warns that the larger part of such 
groups may well be “parrots” — by which | imagine he means not those of independent 
thought and mind but merely those who amplify prejudices. This, for the reasoned 
Godwin, appears no good reason to initiate or maintain violent dissension for, one 
imagines, what would they then do if they overthrew the political institutions against 
which they dissented? Not being those of self-articulated mind, they would have only 
created a political vacuum they were singularly unable to occupy themselves. Reason 


and education are then always necessary possessions for Godwin in political action. 


8. Godwin makes a central argument for the pre-eminence of reason in the affairs of 
human beings by which he means educated talk and reasoned discussion. Hence, he 
lauds the benefit of time taken to engage in these things believing that such practices 
bring their own rewards. He especially lauds the need for the creation of a politically 
educated populace, the lack of which we can see is a considerable motor of 
contemporary political problems today for people have no political consciousness or 


ability to politically articulate their desires. 


9. Godwin does not in any way approve of minorities turning to violence in order to 


impose that political state of affairs on others which most suits themselves. 


10. In one of the most quotable statements of his chapter Godwin writes that “No 


people are competent to enjoy a state of Freedom who are not already imbued with a 
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love of Freedom.” This, again, is a matter of education and reason — and one imagines of 
more than oneself. Godwin’s context always seems to be a jurisdiction made up of many 
possibly discontinuous Folk who are not assumed all to have either the same opinions or 
the same desires. In such a context, “freedom” must then be some compact which, in 
some way, satisfies, and applies to, all of them. In other words, this is not a selfish 
freedom but a communal one and “love of freedom” Functionally means “love of the 


freedom of everyone”. 


11. Godwin makes a strong case for the agency and autonomy of all human beings and 
for the depravity and tyranny of Forcing one’s opinions on others. Each of us, Godwin 
imagines, has the right to our own beliefs and to the self-government of our own 


actions. 


12. Godwin seems to be speaking to what later others would term a system of free 
association when he writes: “It seems most accurate to say that any number of persons 
who are able to establish and maintain a system of mutual regulation for themselves 
conformable to their own opinions, without imposing a system of regulation upon a 
considerable number of others inconsistent with the opinion of these others, have a 
right, or, more properly speaking, a duty obliging them to adopt that measure. That any 
man, or body of men, should impose their sense upon persons of a different opinion is, 
absolutely speaking, wrong, and in all cases deeply to be regretted:”. Here the key words 
are “for themselves” and the implicit lack of coercion of others this involves but then he 
goes onto point out that government seems to necessarily involve this when he 
continues: “but this evil it is perhaps in some degree necessary to incur, For the sake of a 


preponderating good. All government includes in it this evil, as one of its Fundamental 


1055 


characteristics.” Here the philosophical principle of “the greater good” enters the room 


as if it were of some philosophical importance in an intimation of utilitarianism. 


13. Rather than discoursing Further on this, however, Godwin plunges within and 
highlights an “internal sentiment” of Freedom which, in his imagination, is that which 
external peace is most useful for providing the opportunity For. This “internal sentiment” 
is, For Godwin, actually the more important for with it, and the “wisdom” he imagines 
that comes with it, tyranny is seen for what it is and “despotism” becomes “impotent”. 
Here Godwin posits the proposition that “external Freedom” is of little value if one’s 
internal temper does not display the “magnanimity” this internal Freedom bestows. This, 
however, we may imagine is a possibly pretentious and romantic notion that many 
millions of externally oppressed peoples do not have the privilege of the time or 
comfort to consider. File under “things philosophers think about in their well 
upholstered chairs in their studies” even if the idea that a group of people, possessed of 
an internal conviction in regard to freedom, are much harder to oppress or exploit is an 


extremely valid one that others have also discussed as of some value. 


14. My fourteenth point of commentary on Godwin here is a very simple one: its 


“violence bad, reason good”. 


15. IF only, however, that were the end of the story. Yet reason demands we weigh up 
and balance situations and courses of action in what strikes the reader as a very 
utilitarian manner according to Godwin. Would not being violent lead to a better or 


worse situation than if we entered into violent resistance? Thus, Godwin conceives that 
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violent resistance CAN be justified consequent on the good that only it could ultimately 


deliver in comparison to not resisting. 


16. Godwin conceives of two grounds upon which one may justifiably resist: in order to 
improve a public institution or the meritoriousness of an individual. Again here it is 


imagined a case of the utilitarian value of the action undertaken. 


17. A Further pragmatic concern Godwin entertains here is the matter of who one is 
actually resisting (and so also provoking) in one’s activities. IF one, in a relatively trivial 
action, is provoking the whole of government to chase you to the ends of the earth, one 


may judge that the profits of such action do not outweigh the imagined costs. 


18. This leads into the Final point Godwin makes which is a general one of the balance of 


risk and reward. 


Allin all, Godwin’s points have the flavour of the utilitarian who does not rule out violent 
resistance absolutely but who puts the possession and use of reason (acquired through 
education) far above it. Indeed, he also imagines these properties necessary if one 
intends to resist in order that one carries out the wisest possible action. Godwin sees 
only folly in the actions of impulse and passion or in a reactive politics as a whole. One 
must weigh up what one intends to do, what it might cost, who it might provoke and 
what its consequences might be. One must take a view in the round and ask how 
important one’s resistance is, in its manner of practice, in an overall scheme of things. 
One must also consider, at least in Godwin’s thinking, that such matters do not only 


concern yourself and that a communal or common view is of relevance. Godwin does not 
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conceive of resistance as selfish action or action which profits a self-selected group to 
the detriment of others. It is thus Far more utilitarian than it is perhaps “anarchist”. 

But what is “anarchist”? This is a question | seem to come back to again and again and it 
is hardly an irrelevant one in the context of my current political discussion for “anarchist 
politics” would seem very much to be something which must take place with a political 
context it itself interprets as that which must be politically acted in or upon. This is to say 
that no politics takes place in a vacuum but in a specifically interpreted political situation 
which (inevitably) must be derivative of one’s own views. Here certainly one historic 
anarchist position is that, described generally, of the “Just Cause” which revolves around 
a politico-economic extrapolation of human relationships (replete with oppressors and 
oppressed) which seeks, as it were, to remedy this societal injustice and so re-order the 
entire Field of human relationships (one would imagine this must be worldwide or at 
least according to the boundaries of currently defined political territories) in order to 
instate some Future anarchist Utopia. Other derivatives of this vision are available but 
they all amount to much the same thing: benevolent dictatorship (of the people), the 


“revolution” so-called. 


As might be guessed, this is not a narrative | am ultimately convinced by and, in the past, 
| have dissented From it and come to my current position of resistance and revolt against 
exactly the same narrative of oppressors who oppress (for | never said the narrative is 
wrong) but without imagining that what we should seek is some reversal of fortune or 
some new metanarrative of the poor usurping the rich. What | imagine to seek, in Fact, is 
an end to metanarratival views of the organisation of human beings in economic or geo- 


political ways that begin with people in bondage and end with them in salvation. Such 
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narratives are decidedly and disgustingly Christian. Consequently, | do not imagine that 
human beings “need to be organised” (or saved as a mass) — either malevolently or 
benevolently. What they need (and here | imagine this anarchist) is to be left alone to 
walk their paths with such as they choose to walk them with (or without) for, in my 
imaginary, anarchy does not need to be created and always already exists. What is 
needed is for people to each actually live it and (to be able to) walk their own paths 
avoiding those who would oppress, coerce or exploit them as they do by acts of 


resistance, direct action and self-organisation. 


To Fill out this particular idea I'd like to turn to several fairly short missives issued in 
anarchist history From figures aligned with less socially confining narratives about 
human society. | begin with the Frenchman Emile Armand who imagines a moralistic, 
contractual Form of individualist anarchism in sum (one which some egoists regarded as 
Far too restrictive) but one which is not waiting for any socially or politically imagined 
“rapture” in order to begin. Armand, in the Following piece which | reproduce in Full, is 
writing in 1929 to La Revue Anarchiste who wished to initiate their own investigation into 


the Following questions, asking respondents to address them as they saw fit: 
“Is the anarchist ideal realizable? Can man live without authority, in the present or in the 
future? Will the suppression of all constraints ever be anything but the prerogative of tiny 


minorities?” 


To these questions Armand responded to the Revue as follows: 
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“lam embarrassed concerning how to properly respond to the investigation of La Revue 
Anarchiste. Is there an anarchist ideal? Is anarchism an ideal? If there is an anarchist ideal 
which is it, since there are several tendencies or currents within anarchism? It is true that 
the follow-up to the question posed by La Revue Anarchiste seems to delimit or define the 
anarchist ideal: ‘without authority,’ ‘suppression of all constraints’. We should doubtless 
read ‘of all political authority,’ of ‘all constraints of a statist or governmental order or 
anything having to do with them,’ for we know that man isn't free, biologically speaking: he 


is subject to the indications of his determinism. 


Being an anarchist means denying, rejecting, the arche, political and legal domination, the 
apparatus of power. But it's even more: it means denying, rejecting, the utility of the state 
in ordering relations between men. Better, it means doing without the intervention and the 
protection of archist institutions in reaching agreement with others. How can | know if in 
the future ‘man’ will be able to do without political authority, or any imposed authority? 
How can | know if the ‘suppression of all constraints’ will ever be anything but the 
prerogative of tiny minorities? Judging by appearances, | see no man who does without 


authority; | see no minority escaping from all constraints. In fact, | don't really care. 


| feel that |! am an anarchist, and that's enough. | feel myself to be hindered, blocked, tied 
down, limited, restrained by the multiple ties forged by state institutions. | rebel against 
these constraints; | escape from them as soon as | find the occasion to do so. Whenever | 
have to deal with an ordinary human being | find him to be imbued with conventional ideas, 
prejudices, beliefs, commitments, points of view inculcated in him by the agents of archism. 


| attempt to liberate those | encounter from these foreign suggestions. 
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Alas, | don't live ‘without authority.’ At every comer, at every crossroad | must suffer from 
its visible representation. And if only this were all there was. Nevertheless, in my daily 
relations with anti-statists like myself | do my best to get along with others by ignoring the 
play of governmental institutions. | more or less succeed in doing this, but | persevere. And | 
pay little attention to whether or not the relations | maintain with ‘my people’ square with 
the education, the economic or sexual morality, of state or church (the stand in for the 


state) teachings. 


And now let us come to individualist anarchism. Anarchist individualism is not an ideal, but 
an activity. A state of open or hidden - but continuous - struggle against any concept of life 
that subordinates the individual to governmental authority, which considers him a function 
of the state, which judges him by social constraints and legal sanctions whose legitimacy in 


relation to his personal development he never could and cannot weigh. 


| don't know if those who constitute it form an ‘elite,’ but | maintain that throughout the 
world there exists an individualist anarchist milieu, a milieu of comrades which, by all the 
means in its power, works at ignoring the social, moral, intellectual conditions upon which 


archist society rests, using ruse if open escape isn't possible. 


We don't live on hypotheses or conjectures. If there is an anarchist ideal, | propose to realize 
all that | can of it immediately, without waiting, without asking if |!am a member or not of 
an elite, doing so by associating myself with atheist, materialist, pleasure-seeking 
comrades, in a hurry to go full steam ahead just as | am. Everything else is a distraction or 


metaphysics. 
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We thank La Revue Anarchiste for having given us the occasion to enjoy ourselves among 


comrades.” 


This seems to me to be the basic script of the resistor (it matters not, in reality, if one 
calls such a person “an anarchist” or not For, inasmuch as this describes the member of a 
certain party or class of people, it is meaningless since, as Armand intimates, actions 
matter far more than words here). Armand determines to act for himself insofar as he 
can and to ignore the dictates of state, church or “institutions”. Anarchism, and so 
anarchist politics for Armand, is about action, the actions of daily living. Anarchist 
politics is then how you live habitually (as one who resists) and so how one orders one’s 
own life and relationships habitually. This is about ignoring an imposed “normality” or 


political status quo as much as it is about one’s own choices or determinations. 


My next example is From the caustic pen of Renzo Novatore, an Italian of some repute 
who lived as an anarchist and illegalist before dying in November 1922 in a shoot out 
with police. Before his death he edited a number of journals and wrote several pieces 
outlining his views in defiance of the belief that the anarchist had any duty to any 
political vision which resembled a barely disguised Christianity. One such piece is the 
Following titled “In the Kingdom of the Spooks” which was published in French 
translation by Armand in 1954 and which begins with a quote From Raffaele Valente: 

“There exist only Beauty and Force, but to hold themselves in equilibrium the brutal and 


the weak invented justice.’ 
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Once | thought it to be only a fearful dream, but it was in fact a bloody reality. | am 
surrounded and caught between a double circle of fanatics, rabble, and fools. The world is a 
foul, pestiferous church where all are expected to worship an idol as if it were a fetish, and 
where rises an altar on which they must sacrifice themselves. Even those who light the 
iconoclastic pyre on which to burn the cross with its god-man, even these have yet to 


understand the call of life or the cry of freedom. 


After the legendary Christ had spat at the face of man the most bloody of insults by urging 
him to deny himself so as to be nearer God, along came the French Revolution which, in 


savage irony, made the same appeal by proclaiming the ‘rights of man’. 


According to Christ and the French Revolution, man is imperfect. The cross of Christ 
symbolizes the possibility of becoming man; the rights of man symbolize exactly the same 
thing. To attain true perfection it is necessary, according to the first, to become divine, 
according to the second, to become human. But Christ and the French Revolution are at one 
in proclaiming the imperfection of the individual man, the real ego, by affirming that it is 


only by attaining the ideal that man can reach the magic peaks of perfection. 


Christ tells you: ‘If you patiently climb up desolate Calvary and have yourself nailed upon 
the cross, becoming my image, the image of the man-god, you will become perfect, being fit 
to sit at the right hand of my father who is in heaven.’ And the French Revolution tells you: 
‘If you enter into the symbolic cloister of human justice, in order to be sublimated and 
humanized by the grace of the moral rule of social life, you will become a citizen, and | will 
grant you your rights and proclaim you man.’ But he who dares to throw the cross and its 


man-god, or the clumsy tablets of the Rights of Man, into the fire and proclaim the free 
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individual - such a man is an upstart, an evil-doer who is threatened by two sinister spooks, 
the Divine and the Human. On the right the sulphurous and eternal flames of Hell, which 


punish sin; and on the left the dull grinding of the guillotine, which punishes crime. 


The cold and spineless cowardice of human fear, produced by subjugation to mystical and 
morbid sentiments, has succeeded in conquering the healthy and primitive injustice which 
was force and beauty, youth and audacity. So-called progress, so-called civilization, so- 
called religion, so-called idealism have entombed life in a deadly circle where the most 


repugnant spooks have established their rule. 


The hour for the end has come. We must break out of the deadly circle and escape. If the 
chimeras of divine legends have terribly influenced human history; if human history has 
Involved the mutilation of the real individual man — then we rebel! It is not our fault if the 
symbolic wounds of Christ have given birth to the social infection that proclaimed the rights 
of man. If men want to stagnate in systematized dens of social putrefaction, then they must 
put up with them. We others love the sun, and we want to give ourselves freely to the 


violent ardour of its kiss. 


When | look around me | want to vomit. On the one hand, there is the scholar in whom | 
must believe if |!am not to be ignorant. On the other, the moralist and philosopher whose 
commandments | must accept in order not to be a brute. Then there is the genius | must 
glorify and the hero before whom | must bow. Then come the comrade and the friend, the 
idealist and the materialist, the atheist and the believer, and a host of definite and 


indefinite apes who bear down on me with their advice and want to put me on the right 
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path. Because, it must be understood, the way that | am is bad, as are my thoughts, my 


ideas - all of me. 


‘‘am aman who has deceived himself.’ These poor madmen are obsessed by the idea that 
life has intended them to be pontiffs officiating at the largest mission because humanity 
has been called to great destinies. These poor and pitiful animals, deceived by false ideals 
and transformed by lunacy, have never been able to understand the tragic and joyous 
miracle of life, any more than they have been able to see that humanity is not called to any 
great destiny. If they would learn from what has gone before, they would at least know 
that their would-be fellows do not share their desire to break their backs jumping the abyss 
that separates one from the other. But |! am what | am, and the rest is of little importance. 
And the croaking of these multi-coloured chatterers only serves to deepen my noble and 


personal wisdom. 


O apostolic apes of humanity and social progress, do you not hear that which sounds above 
your spooks? Listen, O listen! It is my laughter which rises and echoes furiously in the 


heights!" 


Novatore pitches his allegory perfectly and it is almost certainly From him that | get the 
metaphor of that kind of political thinker who imagines a Future political Utopia (to 
which we are all somehow obligated) but which is only really Christianity reimagined. 
This, so others would argue, not least Novatore among them, is disabling For an active 
politics in many ways — not the least of which is the notion that, in ways never explained, 
“good will win in the end”. But what is “good” and who says it has anything to do with 


how anything turns out “in the end” as if “the end” — rather than the journey — is what 
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matters at all? And so Novatore reacts with some vitriol against such notions which 
disable and hamper all who would actively resist oppressions, coercions and 
exploitations habitually and in the present in the simple belief that their life is their own 
and that they never consented to it being organised from above or from outside by 
others in the first place. Others may want “systematised dens of social putrefaction” but 
since when did that obligate anyone to them who did not wish them? Novatore thus 
issues one of many clarion calls for those of self-actualised conviction and determination 


to direct action in their own interests, regardless of the social metanarratives of others. 


A companion of Novatore’s was his fellow Italian, the then teenage Enzo Martucci. 
Martucci somewhat carried the legacy of Novatore forward after the latter was shot to 
death and particularly seemed to like arguing with Armand about what he saw as his 
overly moralistic and unfree conceptions of anarchism which bound people rather than 
Freeing them. In “In Praise of Chaos” we find Martucci speaking to a script in which he is 


“opposed to authority both from below and from above”: 


“Libertarian communism is also Known, particularly in Latin countries, by the name of 
‘anarchist communism’. It is not. On the contrary, the two words are a contradiction in 
terms. Communism signifies a social condition in which the means of production and all 
material goods belong to the mass of the people who identify themselves with the totality 
or majority of society. Everyone has their goods disposed of according to the way decided 


by those who govern and whose law all must obey. 


Anarchy signifies the absence of government: that is to say, a state of things in which the 


individual is not held in obedience to anyone, lives as he pleases, and is limited only by the 
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extent of his power. He uses moral and material goods in the particular manner he prefers 
without having to get the approval of his fellows. One hypothesis has it that the universal 
realization of anarchy would return man to nature. It would create an equilibrium —- 
however unstable — between individuals who - urged on by the free life, the need to survive, 
and strengthened by struggle - would be able to contain each other and live without 


government. 


Communism, on the other hand, even if it is not authoritarian and Marxist, but libertarian 
and Kropotkinist, would be a society in which the legislative and executive power would be 
exercised either by acephalous mass assemblies (populism) or by delegates elected by the 
masses (democracy). Both would mean that the individual would always be governed by the 
many. And this would be a government worse than any other, whether by one or a few, 


because the mass is stupid, ferocious, tyrannical, and worse than the lowest individual. 


How could libertarian communism be brought about? It could be by means of absolute 
conformism to the industrial-machinist society that man has already achieved. This would 
reduce all to a mechanical equality, feeling, thinking, and acting identically - in this way 
making control and repression by the State unnecessary. Then there would be a 
standardized anarchy. Or it could be by means of a new organization: individuals united by 
categories into federations, the federations into communes, the communes into regions, the 
regions into nations, the nations into the International. At the head of each a directive 
council invested with the authority and power to make itself respected by any individual 
dissenting from the decision of the majority. Hence, a State that would not call itself a 


State, but would be one nonetheless complete with a hierarchy, laws, and police. And also 
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with prisons. Malatesta wrote in his essay ‘Anarchy’ that prison-hospitals would exist in 


which delinquents, considered as insane, would be ‘confined and cured’. 


| remember that in a polemic | had with him in Umanita Nova in 1922, he wrote: ‘Martucci, 
in the name of the sacred rights of the individual, does not want that there remains the 
possibility of harming a ferocious assassin or a ravisher of children.’ | replied that the 
assassin and the ravisher could be left free in a remote district or on an uninhabited island, 
but not made to suffer imprisonment which would be un-anarchist. In my book ‘The Banner 
of the Anti-Christ’, | wrote: ‘The pretense of curing, rectifying, or correcting is extremely 
odious because it compels an individual who wants to remain as he is to become what he is 
not and does not want to be. Take a type like Octave Mirbeau's Clara (see his ‘Garden of 
Torture’), tell her that she must undergo a cure to destroy her perverse and abnormal 
tendencies which are a danger to herself and to others. Clara would reply that she does not 
want to be cured, that she intends to stay as she is, risking every danger, because the 
satisfaction of her erotic desires, excited by the smell of blood and the sight of cruelty, gives 
her a satisfaction so acute, and emotion so strong, which would be impossible if she was 


changed into a normal woman and restricted to the usual insipid lusts.’ 


Nor are normal individuals basically good, as libertarian communists like to believe. Man by 


nature is a skinful of diverse instincts and opposing tendencies, both good and bad, and 


such he will remain in any kind of environment or society. 


Libertarian communism is no more than a system of federalism and like all social systems 


would oppress the individual with moral and juridical restraints. Only the superficiality of a 
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Proudhon could give such a system the name of ‘anarchy’ which, on the contrary, means the 


negation of all government by ideas or by men. 


Anarchists are opposed to authority both from below and from above. They do not demand 
power for the masses, but seek to destroy all power and to decompose these masses into 
individuals who are masters of their own lives. Therefore anarchists are the most decisive 
enemies of all types of communism and those who profess to be communists or socialists 
cannot possibly be anarchists. Anarchy is the aggregation of innumerable and varied forms 
of life lived in solitude or in free association. It is the totality of experiences of individual 
anarchists trying to find new ways of non-gregarious living. It is the contemporary and 
polychromatic presence of every diverse mode of realization used by free individuals 


capable of defending their own. It is the spontaneous development of natural beings. 


In it one will find that everything is equivalence and equilibrium: conflict and agreement, 
the brute and the genius, the solitary and the promiscuous - all will have the same value. 
One can designate opposites with the same word: ‘altus’ can be top or bottom, height or 
depth. In substance anarchy would mean the victory of polymorphism, which is opposed to 


the monism of all social systems, including libertarian communism. 


Some maintain that in the absence of government or law we would have the complete 
triumph of ‘bellum omnium contra omnes’ - the war of each against all. They are mistaken. 
In a free world there would always be struggle, which is indestructible because it is natural. 
But it would be a struggle between the approximately equal forces of men strengthened by 


naturalism. 
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During a long polemic he had with me between 1948 and 1950, Mario Mariani tried to 
demonstrate that in a condition of anarchy war among man would increase: ‘If today a man 
has no fear of attacking his fellow and the policeman who stands behind him, he will 
certainly have no fear if | eliminate the policeman. Algebraically speaking, if A has no fear 
of B despite C, he will have even less fear if B is alone.’ My reply was: Today A has no fear of 
B despite C because he knows that both lack decision and force. B relinquishes them 
because he relies on C to defend him. And C protects him not because he has any lively 
feeling or strong interest, but only because it is his trade. Therefore he does not inspire 
much fear. Hundreds of police in Paris failed to capture Jules Bonnot, the illegalist, alive 
and had to launch an attack on his house in order to kill him. It is true that behind this 
protection there is the apparatus of social repression with formidable means at its disposal, 
but today's delinquent underrates the collective’s organization and always hopes to escape 
it or avoid detection. Again, if A finds B as resolute as he, then their forces will be 
equivalent. The case is dear and does not allow illusion. At that moment, the dispute 


between them will be resolved. 


Anarchy, then, is neither continual warfare which would weary everyone, nor social 
harmony which would weaken everyone if it were possible (which it is not, due to the 


diversity of individual types and their conflicting needs and aspirations). 


If history is not an infinite process, as | firmly believe, then when it exhausts its cycle it will 
disappear opening the way to anarchy. If, on the other hand, history endures, then 
anarchism will remain - that is, the eternal revolt of the individual against a stifling society. 
Thus proving the immortality of that ‘tendency to chaos’ that the lawyer dAnto finds so 


deplorable, but which is to me worthy of every praise. 
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Between association and organization there is the same difference as between a free union 
and marriage. The first | can dissolve when | wish, the second | cannot dissolve or dissolve 
only under certain conditions and with certain permissions. It is not by organizing into 
parties and syndicates that one struggles for anarchy, nor by mass action which, as has 
been shown, overthrows one barracks only to create another. It is by the revolt of 
individuals alone or in small groups, who oppose society, impede its functioning and cause 


its disintegration.” 


There is much that Martucci says here that is to be applauded and it should be easy to 
see that, at every turn, the enemy he spies is “obligation”. Martucci insists on an absolute 
Freedom of participation that perhaps even life itself does not give us (for life, even in 
the simple possession of it, would seem to obligate us to certain things). Yet he does 
precisely show us that there is a line between coerced and obligated benevolence that 
toils under ideas of “obligation to others” and a Freedom of self and association beyond 
contractual stipulation. That Armand wanted to contractualise relations and so obligate 
people because of their choices was that which Martucci most found a cause of offence 
in his thinking. As can be seen here, the Italian contrasted such contractual thinking (or 
the mutualism of Proudhon) with a true freedom of association and of self. Martucci 
believed that truly Free relations, and the destruction of coercive society, can only begin 
when there is no formal obligation upon anyone that does not come from oneself and in 
that | believe he gives us a good habit to get into if nothing else, a self-actualising and 
educating habit which leads in the direction of freedom rather than incarcerating 


relations. 
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My last example in this section of my chapter is to be the aristocratic French adventurer, 
Zo d’Axa. At one time a military man and a religionist, d’Axa would turn against both 
becoming anti-militarist and anti-authoritarian. An inveterate traveller, he would become 
a journalist who founded the legendary French anarchist journals L’En-Dehors and La 
Feuille. Visually looking like a red-haired musketeer, d’Axa encouraged violence in the 
pages of the former (linguistic as well as physical) and, at a time when anarchists were 
not shy about engaging in it, this brought him to the attention of the French authorities, 
eventually Forcing him to cease publication and Flee. Also whilst editor of L’En-Dehors he 
opened a subscription to support the children of the captured anarchist militant, 
Ravachol. Zo d’Axa had a quick and dexterous tongue and was unafraid to use it, 
encouraging others to be similarly forthright, blunt and to the point in their writing too. 
He spoke to people generally but desired a simple honesty that did not Flatter people 
nor tell them comforting lies. This, in Fact, is his legacy for he was something of an 
anarchist outsider who hated and despised the narrative of social anarchist utopias, 
thinking them naive, stupid and completely unrealistic. Instead, his anarchism was very 
much one of resistance, speaking one’s truth and ignoring the powers that be inasmuch 
as one could. He mocked and had contempt for authority to the extent that he once 
organised the candidature of a donkey in French elections, parading the beast around 


Paris on a cart to the cheers of the people on election day. 


Examples of Zo d’Axa’s thought can be given here in the very short pieces “Without a 


nu a 


Goal”, “Any Opportunity”, “On the Street” and “Us”. | will attempt to summarise my 


thinking about Zo d’Axa thereafter: 
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Without a Goal 


ay 


Wait a minute then,’ people say, ‘what is their goal?’ 


And the benevolent questioner suppresses a shrug upon noting that there are young men 
refractory to the usages, laws and demands of current society, and who nevertheless don’t 


affirm a program. 


‘What do they hope for?’ 


If at least these nay-sayers without a credo had the excuse of being fanatics. And no, faith 
no longer wants to be blind. They discuss, they stumble, they search. Pitiful tactic! These 
skirmishers of the social battle, these flagless ones are so aberrant as to not proclaim that 


they have the formula for the universal panacea, the only one! Mangin had more wit... 


And | ask you: what they seeking for themselves?’ 


Let’s not even talk about it. They don’t seek mandates, positions or delegations of any kind. 
They aren't candidates. Then what? Don’t make me laugh. They are held in the appropriate 


disdain, a disdain mixed with commiseration. | too suffer from that underestimation. 


There are a few of us who feel that we can barely glimpse the future truths. Nothing 
attaches us to the past, but the future hasn’t yet become clear. And so we carry on, as 
misunderstood as foreigners, and it’s both here and there, it’s everywhere that we are 


foreigners. 
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Why? 


Because we don't want to recite new catechisms, and we especially don’t want to pretend 
to believe in the infallibility of doctrines. We would need to possess a vile form of 
complacency to admit a group of theories without reserve. And we are not that complacent. 
There has been no Revelation. We are keeping our enthusiasm virgin for a fervour. Will it 
come? And even if the final term escapes us, we won’t skimp on our work. Our era is a 


transitional one, and the free man has his role to play. 


Authoritarian society is odious to us, and we are preparing the experiment of a libertarian 
society. Uncertain of its results, we nevertheless long for the attempt, the change. Instead 
of stagnating in this ageing world where the air is heavy, where the ruins crumble as if to 


bury us, we hasten to the final demolition. 


To do so is to hasten a Renaissance.” 


Any Opportunity 


“When you go your own way, alone, you take any opportunity to delight in saying what the 


average person wouldn't dare. Concern for edifying neighbours or gossips is over. No more 


morality! No more games! Enough of partisan-traps...To the argument of the masses, to the 


catechisms of the crowds, to all of the community's national interests: to these are opposed 


the Individual’s personal interests. Which interests? 
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To each their own. The isolated one is careful not to preach a common rule. The defiant 
makes no place for a doctrine. Think for yourself! What is your situation? Your age? Your 
desire? Your strength? Do you need the crutches religion offers you? If so, go back to your 
church, from now on by your own choice, validated. Do you prefer, still a disciple, the 
sociologists’ dream? Fine then, tell us your plans for the year two thousand. Or rather, are 
you feeling insolent? So you want to live? Are you ready? Well quit waiting on somebody, go 
where your hatred, your joys, carry you—the joys of complete openness, of dangers and of 


dignity. 


One marches, acts, aims, because of a combative instinct, a nostalgic sleep makes you 
prefer the fight. Fully aware of the limits of the code, you poach the big game: officers and 
judges, deer and carnivores; you flush out the herds of politicians from the forests of Bondy; 
you're happy to grab a ravaging financier by the collar; at all the intersections; you release 
the domesticated tribe of authors and writers, furry and feathered alike, defilers of ideas, 


terrors of the press and the police. 


With the quarrels between sects, races, and parties, every day, by the chance of events and 
shots to be taken, it becomes clear: Dreyfus Affair! (The Dreyfus Affair was a French 
political scandal concerning the false conviction and imprisonment of a French Jewish Army 
captain.) Read all about it! or the way of describing the Magistrature and the Army as they 
deserve it... Let us celebrate the ermine and the madder! The conscious destroyers don’t 


specialize: in turns, according to the situation, they point right or they point left. 


At the same time, esprit de corps will produce great results: the magistrates, the military, 


the suits, the liveries, all of the servants of Society badmouth the old madam. An office full 
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of rumours goes sour. The robed ones, rabbis and curés, the officiators, the officials and the 
officers, the accomplices in the antechamber juggle objects of worship. They scandalize the 
believers. Doubt will unstitch their eyelids. In a few months the child-people will be shocked 
to find that they hid ‘things’ from them... Now confidence is dead: the bad shepherds killed 
it. Near the smashed flagpole, the scales of justice lie there like scrap iron next to the wood 


pile... 


It's in vain that, with the crisis over, the junk traders of the Fatherland try to fix anything. 
This practice will become increasingly rare. The farce of a France signifying, amongst 
nations, progress or generosity won't fool too many onlookers: never has there been a tribe 
more persistent in keeping mankind at the whipping post. Moreover, it’s only with 
contradiction that one buys the legend of Dreyfusism any more—such a spectacle of real 
Truth. The nude woman before the mirror sees far too little in her glass. She sings the 
praises of legality, forgetting that they legally shoot conscripts convicted of a simple 
gesture; and that also legally, in our streets, on winter nights, men and little children die in 
front of closed doors. Down with these closed doors—the worst! As for these necessary 


revisions, the beautiful lady won’t say a word about them. 


Always the big words: law, duty, honour, public safety—ring out in every clan, under 
opposing banners. They use sensationalist words. It’s military music, a church song, the 
various couplets of a public gathering. Those men who don't get enlisted turn their nose up 
at sensationalist words. Not serving in the camps, they save their passionate loyalty in the 
fight for the right word and the precise blow. One leadership can’t count on them any more 


than another. They despise diplomacy, tactics, hesitations. They are suspect: in every camp, 
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naturally, they are viewed as loose cannons. They leave the soldiers’ pay, the stripes, and 


the new lies to others. 


It's a lie to continue to promise, after so many promises. The prophets and the pontiffs, the 
preachers, and the utopians hoodwink us and show us, off in the distance, an era of love. 
We'll be dead: the promised land is the one in which we will rot. What reason, what motives 
are there to hypnotize ourselves? No more mirages! We want—and by all possible means, 
disrespectful by nature of laws and prejudices, we want—immediately—to conquer all the 
fruits and flowers that life has to offer. If later a revolution results from scattered efforts— 


so much the better! That would be good. Impatient, we will have preceded it. 


So continue to declaim, good sirs, if it pleases you. And you, professionals, if it pleases you, 
cry over Society. But another grown-up, France, it seems, is also sick. Let’s not doubt it, it’s 
serious. Two abstractions are better than one. So go on then! Into the face of peril! 
Conspiracy here... corruption there! Let's hunt down the Jew “who is bringing us ruin and 
dishonouring us.” (This refers to Dreyfus himself.) Let’s expel the congregationalists. 
Flamidien! Dreyfus! What's next? For the République! For Society! Long live Loubet! yada, 


yada, Panamada. (Jibberish for effect.) The more French the merrier. 


| say that in fact a fifteen year old boy who recruitment officers, hall monitors, and 
headmasters haven’t yet stupefied would be more upright than any voter. It’s all so clear. 
What's happening? Nothing. A toppling society, a people drowning itself... this is of no 


importance: The individual will reach the riverbank. 
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Standing on the solid ground that his efforts can achieve, the Escapee from social 
drudgeries no longer falls into old dreams. The experiments have all been done. We've all 
seen that, barely freed from the kneeling folly of the priest, men accept the duperies of 
patriotism en bloc. In the name of new principles, they take that age-old yoke right back. 
Slavery was secularized, the yoke painted in three colours. No matter the dogma! In truth, 
it’s just a government procedure. They slightly adjust it to the people’s taste. But the 
colours quickly fade. They speak of humanity, of one family... Watch out! In honor of this 
family, they prepare to rig it again! And this individual | refer to, the one who knows, the 
one who thinks, the Escapee of social drudgeries, the one who no longer boards the 
bedecked ships of religion and fatherland, will not heedlessly disembark on the 
humanitarian rafts of the Medusa. (This is a famous French painting.) Have you understood, 


citizen? 


The notion of revolt, in this way, is not just some mania, a new faith meant to again trump 
your appetites and desires. It’s the individual energy to defend oneself against the masses. 
It's the willful arrogance to live. It’s the art of going on one’s own— En Dehors (outside)— 


you only have to dare! 


At every opportunity, in these feuilles (leaves), such a way of feeling and being emerges. 
The sparking events, clashing like flint, shed light on facets of the question along the way. 
And light-hearted or serious, these feuilles follow, cohere, and complement, in accordance 


with the formal scenario of Life, ever-vivid.” 
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On the Street 


(This is an account given after Zo d’Axa had been captured in Palestine, having been on 
the run for over a year and travelling across Europe, and was returned to France by 
French authorities. He was released on the day of the murdered French president Sadi 


Carnot’s funeral.) 


“Should | say: from Mazas (a Paris prison) to Jerusalem—and back (via Marseilles, Sainte- 
Pélagie and the holding prison)? | might think so. On the occasion of Carnot’s funeral, (the 
French president killed by the Italian anarchist, Sante Caserio) | found a handful of 
comrades in prison who they arrest at every celebration including May Day. These festivals 
usually end for them in Mazas. But the warden called me almost immediately: | am free. The 
idiotic police arrested me too soon. They overstepped their order, which was to leave me at 
least a few hours of liberty—the ethical time in which to commit a crime. That's what it’s 
like to be in a rush! The mistake granted me a few days’ reprieve. So | left without further 


hindrance... 


Around the warden’s apartment, the side streets and docks speak softly, and it is like a 
transition to the clamour of the avenues. The eighteen months robbed from my life already 


belong to the past. Only the present matters. 


When he first goes out, a convalescent tends to be flustered. | shook off the lethargy of 
prison more quickly, because it was so brutal. And now the passersby that | brush against, 
the noise of the street cars and the pungent air don’t daze me at all. My step is still familiar 


on the Parisian pavement. Where will it lead me? To join the anarchists again? In the 
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criminal court, in the preliminary investigation as well as the hearings, | scorned this 
explanation. My words of rage and compassion were characterized as anarchist. | made no 
comment under threat. Now | would like to clarify my first thought, the desire | have always 


had. lt must not sink into vague approximation. 


No more grouped into anarchy, than recruited into socialism. Being a free man, a loner who 
searches beyond; but not bewitched by a dream. Having the ferocity to affirm oneself, 


outside of schools and sects: Outside. 


Here | am forced to conclude: | am not an anarchist. 


The facetious journalists commented rather superficially, exclaiming: ‘But they're inside!’ 
when we were thrown into prison. And then, above the greyness of all doubts, this appears 
in the brilliance of vigorous color: The Will to Live. And to live outside oppressive laws, 
outside narrow rules, even outside the ideally formulated theories of the world to come. To 
live without believing in a divine paradise or hoping too much for a paradise on earth. To 
live for the present, outside of the mirage of future society; to live and to feel this existence 
in the proud enjoyment of social conflict. It is more than a state of mind, it is a way of being 


—here and now. 


For too long, men have been led along, being shown the conquest of the heavens. We don’t 
even want to wait until we've conquered the earth. Let each of us go on for his own 
pleasure. And if there are those who get left along the way, if there are those whom 
nothing can awaken, if there are innate slaves, people who are incurably degraded, so much 


the worse for them! Understanding this means going on ahead. And joy lies in acting. We 
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don't have the time to show the way: life is short. Individually, we rush to the attacks that 
call us. Someone has spoken of dilettantism. But this isn’t gratuitous, nor platonic: we pay... 


And we start again...” 


Us 


“They talk of anarchy. The dailies are roused. Comrades are interviewed and ‘L’Eclair’ 
among other things, says that there is a split among the anarchists. It’s on the matter of 
theft that opinions are divided. Some, it is said, want to build it into a principle; others 
irrevocably condemn it. Well! 1 would be impossible for us to take a position on such a 
question. This theft could seem to us good and should be approved; that one we could find 


violently repugnant. There is no Absolute. 


If the facts lead us today to specify such and such a way to see and be, every day, in the 
lively articles of our expressive collaborators, our determination has been clearly affirmed: 


Neither in a party or a group. Outside. 


We go our way — individuals, without the Faith that saves and blinds. Our disgust with 
society doesn’t engender in us any immutable convictions. We fight for the joy of the battle, 
and without any dream of a better future. What do we care about tomorrows that won't 
come for centuries! What do we care about our grand-nephews! We are outside of all laws, 
of all rules, of all theories— even anarchist; it’s from this instant — right away — that we 
want to surrender to our pity, our outbursts, our gentleness, our rages, our instincts — with 


the pride of being ourselves. 
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Up till now nothing has revealed to us the radiant beyond. Nothing has given us a constant 
criterion. Life's panorama changes without ceasing, and the facts appear to us under a 
different light depending on the hour. We will never react against the attractions of 
contradictory points of view. It is simple. The echo of vibrant sensations resounds here. And 
if impetuosity disorients by its unexpectedness, it’s because we speak of the things of our 


time as would primitive barbarians who have suddenly fallen among them. 


Theft! It would never occur to us to pose us judges. There are thieves who displease us: 
that’s certain; and that we’d attack : that’s probable. But that would be for their allure 
rather than for the brute fact. We will not put in play eternal Truth — with a capital T. It's a 


matter of impression. A hunchback could displease me more than an amiable recidivist.” 


What we are dealing with here is clearly a personal voice. Zo d’Axa does not speak for 
others even if he sometimes speaks to others. His voice is not one of dogmas or Utopias 
or social visions. In the end it is not even one that calls itself “anarchist” For Zo d’Axa 
seems to imagine that the anarchist has become besotted with building a society based 
upon social dreams of how lives could be in the Future. Zo d’Axa, however, remains 
rooted in the present and sees only this. He has no time or patience for moral, social or 
political metanarratives and determines to live “without the Faith that saves and blinds”. 
We may, in Fact, judge that Zo d’Axa imagines that all Faith is a lie whether in state or 
religion or politics or social vision. He imagines himself beyond social, political and moral 
jurisdictions and certainly determines to prolong his stay beyond such artificial borders. 
He pronounces himself “Outside” and so not interested in creating paradise on earth. He 
has no Faith for it and Finds such faith something Foetid and stinking. In his mind we 


should not be telling people errant Fairy tales of how things could (and one day will) be 
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“better”. One, in fact, should “defend oneself against the masses” and their crazed 
beliefs which catch on like wildfire, obligating people to go where they will, just another 
coercion. This is no freedom, thinks Zo d’Axa, but merely various forms of forced 
collectivity or binding people to common fictional falsehoods. For him, on the contrary, 
there is no law, no duty, no morality, no honour; no responsibility to a Flag or a people or 
a catechism. He resists. He is neither in a party or a group. Outside. 

A perhaps surprising source of anarchist thought is uncovered by Crispin Sartwell in his 
review of Christian-inspired American non-conformists of the early to mid 1800s under 
the rubric of “Anarchism and Nineteenth Century American Political Thought”. We 
should probably not imagine many of these figures called themselves “anarchists” (a 
denomination more European in origin and attached to more collectivist conceptions as 
a whole) but a description of their beliefs and attitudes (and sometimes their actions) 


yields this appropriate description of them. Thus, Sartwell begins by noting that: 


“anti-authoritarian and explicitly anti-statist thought derived from radical Protestant and 
democratic traditions was common among American radicals from the beginning of the 
nineteenth century. Many of these same radicals were critics of capitalism as it emerged, 


and some attempted to develop systematic or practical alternatives to it.” 


Such Americans are not often imagined as “anarchists” and nor are they often included 
in “official” histories of the movement (which tends to be Eurocentric and focuses 
around the First International). Besides this, many of them were at least nominally 
religious (or “spirituallly-interested”) people which contrasts with the strongly atheistic 


European anarchism of the nineteenth century. America, of course, had its own non- 
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conformist religious context and so it should not be surprising that such people 
developed their own (individualistic) political traditions out of this as well. This spiritual 
and individualist strand developed in various positions in which “the voice of God” was 
essentially equated with a person’s conscience. It was something internal to the 
individual and so completely opposed to the notion of institutional religion. The 
essential religious idea here (which becomes political) is that God speaks to one directly 
and without mediators. Why, then, does one need a church authority — or a government? 
A good example here were the Quakers. It should be noted, of course, and was by 
adherents, that this established the individual autonomy of every human being, 


regardless of race or gender, and was anti-hierarchical in purpose and intent. Thus: 


“By the late eighteenth century, the pacifism and individualism of the Quakers and other 
radical Protestant denominations gave rise to a wide array of visionary political, social, and 
economic positions including anti-slavery, anti-statism, pacifism, and gender egalitarianism. 
The period extending roughly from 1820 to 1850 witnessed the emergence of an 
astonishing group of American radicals including William Lloyd Garrison, Josiah Warren, 
Adin Ballou, Lucretia Mott, Nathaniel Peabody Rogers, Sarah and Angelina Grimké, Maria 
Weston Chapman, Theodore Dwight Weld, Samuel J. May, and many others, all whom are 
noteworthy for their purity and profundity as well as extremism and eccentricity. The labels 


uu” Mt 


attached to some of their positions—“ultraism,” “come-outerism,” “perfectionism,” 


Wt 


“immediatism,” “no-governmentism,” and, going beyond even that, “no-organizationism’— 


give a sense of how they were perceived by their contemporaries. 


One thing these figures had in common—and which bound their reform movements 


together as well as to the Transcendentalists (Emerson, Thoreau, etc.,), with whom they 
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were intertwined—was a pervasive anti-authoritarianism. Their marked hostility toward 
the power of the state as well as of the church, the white race, men, the military, and 
capital may be traced to three fundamental and inter-connected sources. (One) of these is 
the individualism of radical Protestantism—particularly Unitarianism and_ Hicksite 
Quakerism. (May and Emerson were Unitarian ministers, for example, and Lucretia Mott 
was a Quaker preacher.) These denominations taught that each person is ultimately 
answerable only to God, that all persons are equal before God, and that God expressed 
himself in, and as, the conscience of each individual—doctrines that originated in the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries among radical elements of the Reformation, including 
various Anabaptist groups in the German-speaking regions of Europe and the Diggers of the 


English Civil War, some of whom made their way to the New World.” 


In Fact, as | previously discussed especially the Diggers in Black Flag as part of an 
economic discussion, discussing these figures here gives similar vibes since, in both 
cases, a pre-eminently religious position (readers may recall that for Gerrard Winstanley 
and the Diggers it was the notion that “the earth is a common treasury”) justifies and 


motivates political practice. This is true in a second respect as well: pacifism: 


“A second impetus for, or element of, the basic convictions of this group of reformers was 
Christian non-resistance or pacifism as articulated in exemplary ways by Lucretia Mott, 
Samuel J. May, the Grimkés, William Lloyd Garrison, and Adin Ballou, and others whose 
works directly influenced Tolstoy, Gandhi, and (Martin Luther) King. As absolute pacifists, 
these figures drew the direct conclusion that government that rests on force (a category 


comprising all the world’s states) is intrinsically immoral, even as their position precluded 
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any forcible resistance to it. Many of these figures were anarchists in the sense that they 


opposed all state power as morally illegitimate. 


The most important and immediate source of their anti-authoritarianism, however, was 
anti-slavery, which was the fundamental moral driver of the entire enterprise. The 
American abolitionist movement in its immediatist varieties—immediatism being the view 
that slavery should be ended immediately rather than by means of a gradual process (for 
example, one in which slave-owners would be compensated)—came to see ownership of 
persons as a violation of nature and nature's God, regarding human evil in general as the 
attempt to enslave or to claim ownership over persons. They condemned capitalism, war, 
marriage, and government as these existed in their time on precisely the same grounds: all 
of them rest on coercion, and coercion amounts to a claim to own other people by annexing 
their time, energy, and very lives to purposes that are not their own. Abolitionism is the lens 
through which these figures viewed all political and economic questions, taking Protestant 
spiritual individualism out of the church community and channelling it into a movement to 
reform society in every aspect...In this way “anti-slavery” came to signify anti- 
authoritarianism in general. As Mott said at a women’s rights convention in 1853, ‘It is 
always unsafe to invest man with power over his fellow being ... Call no man master—that 
is the true doctrine.’ Many of these figures took anti-statism to follow directly from non- 


resistance.” 


Anti-statism, anti-violence and anti-slavery were all imagined together as a tightly knit 
and co-entailing set of ideas by these figures as examples of an all-encompassing anti- 
authoritarianism. For example, William Lloyd Garrison made the Following statement at a 


conference of like-minded people in Boston in 1838: 
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“We cannot acknowledge allegiance to any human government; neither can we oppose any 
such government by a resort to physical force. We recognize but one King and Lawgiver, one 
Judge and Ruler of mankind. We are bound by the laws of a kingdom which is not of this 
world; the subjects of which are forbidden to fight ... which has no state lines, no national 
partitions, no geographical boundaries; in which there is no distinction of rank, or division of 
caste, or inequality of sex ... As every human government is upheld by physical strength, 
and its laws are enforced virtually at the point of the bayonet, we cannot hold any office 
which imposes upon its incumbent the obligation to compel men to do right, on pain of 
imprisonment or death. We therefore voluntarily exclude ourselves from every legislative 
and judicial body, and repudiate all human politics, worldly honors, and stations of 


authority.” 


To that statement (which was quoted by the Christian anarchist and pacifist Leo Tolstoy 
in his The Kingdom of God is Within You, an important book for both Gandhi and M.L. 


King), can be added the following by Lucretia Mott: 


“We see many giving up their undue attachment to political parties and governments, 
giving up their constitutional veneration and refusing to have any lot or part in a 
government and constitution which are based upon the sword, the ultimate resort of which 


is the destroying weapon.” 


OF course, all modern state government is based upon the sword and so such figures 
were essentially anti-state and anti-government. Their disapproval of such authorities 
went further, however. Mott was one of the first Feminists. Others championed forms of 


anti-capitalism. All had a keen eye For what shackled the individual by illegitimate (which 
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means non-internal) authority. Here, for example, is Nathaniel Peabody Rogers writing in 


1845: 


“The overthrow of Slavery must involve the doing away [also] of the oppressions practiced 
by these institutions on the white poor. White Labor is all but enslaved among us. It is the 
slave of Capital. Capital buys it at auction. The capitalist bids off the bones and sinews of 
Labor ... It is impossible for Labor to get rich or free. | mean Labor generally. The 
institutions of capital will exhaust Labor's means, and keep it down. The black laborer it 
enslaves outright in this country. The means of abolishing slavery must be employed in 
opening the eyes of the people to these tyrant Institutions. Anti-Slavery tells the truth 


about them. 


By ‘these tyrant Institutions,’ Rogers meant not only chattel slavery but also government, 


capital, and the subordination of women and even of animals.” 


Sartwell points out here that one way to frame many of these figures, one many of them 
took themselves, was as those who refused to recognise any human government before 
God. Some moderns might not imagine this a “pure” anarchist motivation but it is 
legitimate to ask if this matters in a context of self-organising communities. So you do 
not agree with the “why?” of some group’s existence? Then don’t join it! Anarchy is not 
the inevitable success of “the right views” (a pernicious notion if ever there was one) but 
the freedom to organise yourselves according to reasons amenable to those involved. It 
is not about the inevitable succession of “the Good” or “the True” or “the Moral” over 
everyone. These American figures, | think, understood this — although they all surely had 


their own views about many issues from capital to gender. Sartwell points out that much 


1088 


of the belief of these Figures was held around a central belief in SELF-SOVEREIGNTY (or, 
in slavery context, “self-ownership”) which came directly from anti-slavery belief. Such 
belief could go as far as the non-religious Josiah Warren’s detesting of “the profit 
motive” (which reminds us once more of the Diggers) which he though of as corrosive of 
such self-sovereignty in that it was an economic coercion to betray oneself and to deliver 
oneself over into the hands of another. Such attitudes could be applied to gender as well 
in which forms of marriage or other arbitrary gender relations could be seen to impinge 
on the prior concern for individual self-ownership (rather than, for example, male 
ownership of women). The slavery context for this thought is brought out by Sartwell in 


the Following passage: 


“Warren's basic political concept, again, was ‘self-sovereignty,’ which he opposed precisely 
to slavery: no one can own another because each person is the owner of herself. This 
discourse derives from the religious anti-slavery of the era, as when Sarah Grimké described 
a slave’s attempted escape as a resolution to ‘take possession of himself.’ Similarly, 
Angelina Grimké wrote that ‘[t]he great fundamental principle of Abolitionism is that man 
cannot rightfully hold his fellow man as property. Therefore, we affirm that every slave- 
holder is a man-stealer. We do so for the following reason: to steal a man is to rob him of 


himself.” 


One of Josiah Warren's pre-eminent interests here was the coercive authority of capital 
which, as | have noted, he despised. He Found the idea that “demand fixes price” 
abhorrent and the institution of a dominating relation. Consequently, he imagined a 
capitalist economic system as one in which a human being is inevitably duty-bound to 


Fleece or otherwise exploit all other human beings. (When you put it like that it must 
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surely boggle the mind of any still sane humans reading this that such a system ever got 


off the ground.) So: 


“At the macroscopic scale, the capitalist works on fleecing one or another segment of the 
economy, alternately underselling to destroy competitors and inflating prices to exploit 
local monopolies; prices are entirely capricious, speculation rests on price fluctuations and 


exacerbates them; economic crises result, and so on... 


For Warren, the profit motive devours people and the economy. It is an indulgence in greed, 
not a natural condition of human beings. Speculation and lending at interest occur at every 
stage in the circulation of goods in a capitalist economy, and each person's greed provides a 
motivation and justification for everyone else’s. By the time a commodity arrives at use, it 
has layers of inflated and imaginary costs associated with it, and because one needs the 
wherewithal to obtain it, one must seek to maximize profits from all activities. Great 
accumulations of useless wealth coexist with grinding poverty, homelessness, starvation, 
and exploitation. In a rational system where price is fixed by cost or value measured in 
labor, a modest industriousness would be enough, according to Warren, to provide each 


person with what she needs, and then some.” 


Famous figures of the mid-nineteenth century American scene are, of course, Ralph 
Waldo Emerson and Henry David Thoreau. The were known as _ philosophically 
“transcendental” (they connected spirituality with nature rather than god) and also as 
Figures who spoke to a certain “self-reliance” (the title of one of Emerson's Famous 
essays). Both evidence a certain post-religious sense of “the perfection of every person 


and of society” as Sartwell puts it. Both were anti-statists (although Thoreau much more 
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consistently) and Thoreau, in his Famous essay “Civil Disobedience”, notes the “majority 


of one” which others would imagine as self-sovereignty: 


“| do not hesitate to say, that those who call themselves Abolitionists should at once 
effectively withdraw their support, both in person and property, from the government of 
Massachusetts, and not wait till they constitute a majority of one, before they suffer the 
right to prevail through them. | think that it is enough if they have God on their side, 
without waiting for that other one. Moreover, any man more right than his neighbors 


constitutes a majority of one already.” 


For Thoreau this went so far as a belief that one should actively excuse oneself From 


things imagined evil or wrong: 


“It is not a man’s duty, as a matter of course, to devote himself to the eradication of any, 
even the most enormous wrong; he may still properly have other concerns to engage him; 
but it is his duty, at least, to wash his hands of it, and, if he gives it no thought longer, not to 
give it practically his support. If | devote myself to other pursuits and contemplations, | must 
first see, at least, that | do not pursue them sitting upon another man’s shoulders. | must get 


off him first, that he may pursue his contemplations too.” 


In historical context this involved things like boycotting the products of slave labour (a 
historical precursor of things like the more modern BDS movement which seeks to 
boycott Israeli goods in support of oppressed Palestinians and against which right 
wingers rail) and so none of this was ever purely about beliefs but actions, politics, 


properly so called, as well. Thoreau himself, as is quite well known, basically advised 
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excusing oneself From anything to do with government (something Emerson did too) and 
both did so as convinced individualists convinced that “the world is governed too much” 


(as Emerson wrote). Compare, for example, the Following From Emerson: 


“Each man, if he attempts to join himself to others, is on all sides cramped and diminished 
of his proportion; and the stricter the union, the smaller and the more pitiful he is. But leave 
him alone, to recognize in every hour and place the secret soul, he will go up and down 
doing the works of a true member, and, to the astonishment of all, the work will be done by 
concert, though no man spoke. Government will be adamantine without any governor. The 
union must be ideal in actual individualism ... And as a man is equal to the church, and 


equal to the state, so he is equal to every other man... 


Wild liberty develops iron conscience. Want of liberty, by strengthening law and decorum, 
stupefies conscience ... Every man’s nature is sufficient advertisement to him of the 
character of his fellows. My right and wrong, is their right and wrong. Whilst | do what is fit 
for me, and abstain from what is unfit, my neighbor and | shall often agree in our means, 
and work together for a time to one end. But whenever | find my dominion over myself not 
sufficient for me, and undertake the direction of him also, | overstep the truth, and come 
into false relations to him. | may have so much more skill or strength than he, that he 
cannot express adequately his sense of wrong, but it is a lie, and hurts like a lie both him 
and me. Love and nature cannot maintain the assumption: it must be executed by a 
practical lie, namely, by force. This undertaking for another is the blunder which stands in 
colossal ugliness in the governments of the world. It is the same thing in numbers, as in a 
pair, only not quite so intelligible. | can see well enough the great difference between my 


setting myself down to a self-control, and my going to make somebody else act after my 
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views: but when a quarter of the human race assume to tell me what | must do, | may be 
too much disturbed by the circumstances to see so clearly the absurdity of their command. 
Therefore, all public ends look vague and quixotic beside private ones. For, any laws but 
those which men make for themselves, are laughable ... Hence, the less government we 


have, the better—the fewer laws, and the less confided power.” 


The notion that “Government will be adamantine without any governor” is, of course, a 
very Daoist one you are very likely to come across in the Daodejing or Zhuangzi which are 
other sources in which the government of no one is regarded as being the best 


government of all. 


Both economic and political coercions in an American context start in propositions to 
which people as a whole are either bound (such as the legitimacy of states or economic 
relationships) or to which their consent is coerced (vote for this government rather than 
that one but you shall be governed regardless). Both, that is, seek to by-pass self- 
sovereignty or otherwise logically and morally obligate it. Not all of these figures were 
tricked by this, however. Josiah Warren, for example, “often framed the economic 
problem in terms of how the laborer could acquire the just reward of his labor, since 
labor was the source of all wealth.” Others, such as William Batchelder Greene, 
attempted to synthesise such ideas with mutualist ones such as those of Proudhon 
resulting in mutualist economics and cooperative banking. By the 1860s and 70s such 
Figures could be Found “condemning the accumulation of capital and advocating the 
strike as a means to address the inequalities of wage slavery and class inequality.” To this 


we may add Ezra Heywood who, amongst other things, wrote that: 
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“labor is not free; it drags a little longer chain than of old, but it is as really chained by 
conditions and circumstances most of which capital has the creating and control of. 
Controlling land, machinery, steam, waterfalls, ships, railways, public opinion, and 
especially money, capital is master of the situation, can bide its time, and starve labor into 


submission.” 


Heywood was another former abolitionist and so when people like this compare 
capitalist wage slavery with actual chattel slavery we should take notice for they know of 
what they speak. Heywood himself became a strong proponent of the strike as a labour 
tactic, equating capitalism with robbery and praising the actions of the Paris Commune 


of 1871 legitimate actions of self-defence. 


Another notable figure of this time period was Lysander Spooner, one who extended the 
liberal notion of “individual rights” all the way through to what resulted in an anarchism. 
Normally, of course, in the tradition of figures like John Locke or Jean-Jacques 
Rousseau, such ideas result in exactly the coercions of state and capital the anarchist 
would despise (such as “social contract theory”). Spooner, however, argued this was 
illegitimate and that founding documents such as the American Constitution were 


attempted farce. As he then writes in “No Treason”: 


“the whole Revolution turned upon, asserted, and, in theory, established, the right of each 
and every man, at his discretion, to release himself from the support of the government 
under which he had lived. And this principle was asserted, not as a right peculiar to 
themselves, or to that time, or as applicable only to the government then existing; but as 


universal right of all men, at all times, and under all circumstances. The agreement is a 
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simple one, like any other agreement. It is the same as one that should say: We, the people 
of the town of A-----, agree to sustain a church, a school, a hospital, or a theatre, for 
ourselves and our children. Such an agreement clearly could have no validity, except as 


between those who actually consented to it. If a portion only of ‘the people of the town of 


money or service from those who had not consented, they would be mere robbers; and 
would deserve to be treated as such. The number who actually consented to the 
Constitution of the United States, at the first, was very small. Considered as the act of the 
whole people, the adoption of the Constitution was the merest farce and imposture, 
binding upon nobody. The women, children, and blacks, of course, were not asked to give 
their consent. In addition to this, there were, in nearly or quite all the States, property 
qualifications that excluded probable probably one half, two thirds, or perhaps even three 
fourths, of the white male adults from the right of suffrage. And of those who were 
allowed that right, we know not how many exercised it ... Furthermore, those who 
originally agreed to the Constitution, could thereby bind nobody that should come after 
them. They could contract for nobody but themselves. They had no more natural right or 
power to make political contracts, binding upon succeeding generations, than they had to 


make marriage or business contracts binding upon them.” 


A principle of self-sovereignty and individual right is very obvious here in Spooner’s 
argumentation as is the general idea that people cannot — and should not — be bound 
either by or to that to which one does not bind oneself. This ‘binding’ must then also 
necessarily be Freely made for choices made under coercion (economic or political) are 
not free choices at all. Those such as Spooner consequently put such freedom and self- 


sovereignty first rather than regarding it as the Fruit of political or economic 
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organisation much as the later Benjamin Tucker would do so on the masthead to his 
famous anarchist periodical, Liberty, which utilised Proudhon’s aphorism “Liberty, not 


the Daughter, but the Mother of Order”. 


A further aspect to this nineteenth century American anarchism, one to which more 
obvious anarchist figures such as Voltairine de Cleyre and Emma Goldman would attach 
themselves at century's end, were the twin subjects of free love and feminism. Their 
connection is really in the taking up of women’s rights over their own bodies, a concern 
we have earlier seen mentioned in relation to the gender egalitarianism displayed by 
those such as Lucretia Mott as aspects of an all-encompassing self-sovereignty which 
knew no distinctions of sex or gender. One should recall that, at the time, wives were 
effectively the property of husbands and both a marriage and a Family were a prison of 
relationships which effected a prison society. It was, then, entirely natural that Free 
thinkers who were thinking beyond the bounds of such fleshly prison walls might 
imagine other, and better, and freer, arrangements and this resulted in notions of free 
love (sex not dictated by the marriage relationship), plural marriage and even sexual 
education which would come to outrage polite society and result in societal censorship 
such as that carried out for several decades by Anthony Comstock. In some cases various 
short-lived “intentional societies” were founded based on such principles (such as 
Modern Times on Long Island) but they never lasted long. Such places, however, do show 
that there was at least some genuine appetite to create communities that were 
different to those operating on the received and coerced wisdom and that there were 
those Fully committed to the notion that, morally speaking, people should be able to live 


and form relationships just exactly as they pleased. 
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The American anti-authoritarianism to which Sartwell’s article has in Fact been giving 
witness emerged largely at the same time as the first wave of American feminism in 
Figures such as Lucretia Mott but also less anarchist figures such as Elisabeth Cady 
Stanton or Victoria Woodhull (the first American woman to attempt to become 
President). Such Feminism could, on occasion (although not inevitably since even 
Feminists can be dogmatic moralists too), combine with a free love agenda when it 
became the desire for a positive and unrepressed approach to sex by both sexes, sexual 
freedom For men and women (sometimes including homosexuality although this would 
always have been controversial at the time in a country obsessed with Christian morals) 
and the sharing of information about birth control and other matters of sexual 
physiology, examples of knowledge which would give all human adults a measure of self- 
sovereignty in the comportment of their bodies. Those who engaged in such ideas, 
however, especially in print, risked arrest and the ruination of the periodical in which 
they were being published, so incendiary was this particular kind of message. The 
distribution of “sexual information” was expressly Forbidden in the Comstock Act and 
Figures such as Ezra Heywood and Moses Harmon (in whose periodical, Lucifer, The Light- 
Bearer, Emma Goldman was published) were imprisoned for sharing such information. 
Goldman herself, of course, would enthusiastically take on exactly such agendas as 
integral parts of her own anarchism and live them out in practice as well - resulting in 
her own imprisonments (and bans on her own published material). 

The first appendix to the 2012 book Anarchist International, a book about past and 
contemporary anarchist activity with a commentary tone and not a small dose of theory, 
begins with the Following words of Athena from one of Euripides’ Lost Plays whilst 


discussing the anarchist context in modern Athens: 
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“Athena: | do only as | am asked. Ask for the city to function with harmony, and | will bind 
the slave and fatten the master. For this is how harmony is forged from chaos. All of those 
who flock to and live off fair Athena accept this bargain, whether their ignorance of this 
bargain be sincere or feigned. To dwell within my city requires submission. Just as the ox 
that carries water submits to a yoke, so must the citizen submit to the laws of the city. But 
should you grow tired of this, should the wine cause sickness and the grapes rot on the vine, 
| will gladly destroy what you have asked me to create. But | have yet to hear any of you 
mortals, rebels or kings, ask me to carry out this final task: let Chaos reign over the fields of 
Athena. You lack the courage to see burn everything that gives you comfort and shelter. 
Even the strongest of you fear mighty Chaos and what he will do should | let him run free. 
But remember this, young soul: | do only as | am asked. Ask me to build you a city and | shall 
make it function. Ask me to end the misery of the city, and | will have only one option: to 


destroy it, utterly.” 


The writers of Anarchist International (shadowy figures who claim allegiance to a long 
and growing history of those, worldwide, in a similar movement that is basically to be 
called “anarchism”) connect these words, in their appendix, with anarchist and wider 
political tensions in Athens, Greece, from 2008-2011. They link it, crucially for this part of 
my chapter, to NIHILISM when, speaking about disaffected youth in the Greek capital, 


they write: 


“The current nihilism amongst the youth is not arising from nothing. It is a reflection of the 
total failure of both resistance and capitalism. Many see no alternative and want nothing 
else other than the complete destruction of the beast that feeds them: the city. To espouse 


these views is very difficult. To people who want social change, radical transformation, or a 
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drastic change, total destruction sounds as insane as it is. December 2008 may have been 
aided by conscious actors who carefully selected targets, but the destructive urges of all 
who participated were general in their scope. These urges may have been shaped or 
channelled by different ideologies once the insurrection was over, but at their core they 


were uncontrollable. 


2008, the first explosion of the same fire that spread over North Africa, was the emergence 
of something new. Not anarchism, not communism, not democracy. It was the desire to get 
rid of everything. In Egypt, that desire was channelled into democratic parties that killed 
the energy, leaving the country with a military dictatorship. In Greece, that desire was 
channelled back into the trade unions, the parties, and the ideologies. What sustained each 
insurrection, what kept them at a fever pitch, was the complete absence of any guiding 
hand. As soon as someone took control, as soon as someone promised a better tomorrow, 


that tomorrow soon arrived, identical to all the yesterdays. 


There is a fear amongst anarchists, in Greece and internationally, of committing to the 
goals they espouse. The abyss of freedom is terrifying. Without the police, there will be civil 
war between different groupings and it will look worse than the struggle between 
anarchists, fascists, and immigrants we are seeing today. Without the city, the grid, and the 
infrastructure, there will be mass starvation and violence. It is utopic to imagine workers 
taking over the electrical plants and water system, of the population re-appropriating the 
resources of the city and putting them to better use. But just like the Bastille, the city of 
Athens will always retain the purpose it was built for. The Bastille was built to be a prison, 


nothing else. Athens was built to house workers and their overlords. It has retained this 
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character for thousands of years. If capitalism vanished, the purpose of the city would 


vanish with it. 


It is daunting to face this fact, and in fear most retreat into pre-existing forms of struggle 
that, in the end, amount to little more than resigned acceptance and permanent defeat. 
The same forms can be repeated, the same scenes and rituals can be replicated, but they 
will not suddenly work when they haven't for so long. It is fear that pushes people away 
from the conclusion that the most important project left to us is to destroy what capitalism 
has created. Who wants to destroy the place where they live? Who wants to see it slip into 
chaos without being able to promise themselves and their friends that something better 
will come? There can be no promises in the future. All promises turn into lies, the deceived 


becomes the deceiver, and the present misery continues. 


The nihilists and the youth among us must not be pushed away or driven into desperation. 
They are part of our anarchist worlds and reflect something that is at once new and terribly 
old. If we do not listen to them, they will act regardless of our approval or recognition. If we 
try to control them, we will appear to them as nothing more than extensions of the system 
they want to destroy. Perhaps there is more truth to this than any of us have ever imagined. 
Perhaps we are simply cowards, biding our time until the perfect heroes come to save us, to 
promise us a future, to act first so that we might follow. As anarchists, we Know the 
destruction of capitalism is necessary, but now that capitalism has integrated so deeply into 
our lives, this knowledge is even more terrifying. We retreat back to the eighties, the 
nineties, the two-thousands, always clinging to the little bit of history that we know, 


becoming trapped by the form of ideas that have not changed. 
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| do not want to abandon anarchism. In fact, | want the ideas to spread as widely as 
possible. | want people to remember the methods and tactics of those who came before us, 
but | want people to not only use those methods against our enemies, but to do so knowing 
we are not building a better world, nor are we promising one. Anarchism is not about 
handing the perfect society over to a recently enslaved population, it is about creating the 
world we want now, for ourselves. We must destroy what we have set out to destroy and 


not be afraid of what will happen. 


To champion the destruction of capitalism in 2011 is to champion nihilism. To destroy 
capitalism is to destroy everything that it has created, and to honestly go about this task is 
to be a nihilist in the eyes of all the others who still have something invested in this world. 
And so | am advocating a conscious nihilism, a nihilism that is not a reaction to the 
anarchist-fathers of the assemblies, the demonization of the mass-media, or the 
indifference of the population. The nihilism | am advocating would pit itself against all 
those who wish to manage the potential of the present, not against the people who are 
managed. Our enemy is not society, our enemies are the people who maintain and create 
society. While this might seem contradictory, we assure you that it is. To discover how to 
simultaneously bring about the destruction of governance without destroying the governed. 
| place my total trust in the infinite potential of slaves to become conscious of their slavery 


and then escape it. 


This conscious nihilism starts from the single idea of being against this world. What comes 
next, a commitment to being against this world, a commitment that materializes in action 
and not in speech, is the most difficult part. To consciously organize the destruction of 


everything rather than haphazardly lash out against everyone: that is the task of conscious 
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nihilism. We have to ask ourselves whether we want to linger, grow old, and exist within 
this world we despise, or throw ourselves into the abyss. Others have jumped into the abyss 
and are now falling. It is time to catch up with our young friends, to join them in their 
plunge and remind ourselves, not them, that we are not alone in thinking our crazy, 


nihilistic thoughts.” 


| like what is being said here and, in thinking about it, it leads to several thoughts of my 
own which I'd like to give in what follows as commentary on “anarchism and nihilism” — 


which | regard as something of a necessary duo. 


1. Resistance, capitalism and the destruction of everything (i.e. nihilism). Capitalism is 
now all-encompassing — and I’m sure uber-capitalists everywhere want everyone to think 
so. They are Fortunate, in that case, to have reality on their side and rapacious people 
and companies have the globe (and its politics) Firmly in their grip. IF the task of peasant 
revolts and workers’ uprisings from the seventeenth century onwards was to stem the 
Flow of capitalism, or even stop it in its tracks, then none of it has worked. Its hegemony 
is now complete and its tactics both necessarily oppressive and controlling. But, of 
course, we should never imagine it will be eternal For all empires eventually crumble and 


carry within them the seeds of their eventual destruction. 


It is not surprising that the response of some to this is to burn it ALL down. This itself is a 
thought had according to logic. Capitalism is a complete, all-encompassing set of 
relationships: it cannot be attacked piecemeal or at random to any eventual worthwhile 
effect. (You cannot blow up, shoot, stab or otherwise kill all the capitalists but even if 


you did it would make no difference.) It needs to be destroyed, made impossible, as a 
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system by the creation of other relationships. But since this system currently maintains 
our world then to destroy it Is TO DESTROY THIS WORLD. This Follows a logic of anarchy 
in which there is no guiding system, ideology, dogma — save the self-organisatory acts 
and actions of each Form of life as it preserves and sustains itself. The logic of self- 
organisation is, by itself, a logic of resistance against organisation by other Forces (it is 
this we seek to promote) but it should be noted that this itself incorporates, makes 
corporeal, a nihilist moment — for this must all be about self-organisation that “comes 
naturally” and without any other aim, goal or motivation. Anarchy is nihilism and so we 


must want nothing SYSTEMATIC save a world full of selF-organising life. 


2. It Follows that the Future must always be without leaders. The present, consequently, 
must be one of ignoring leaders (and authorities by natural extension). This is our 
resistance. Your now is your Future (i.e. the means is the end). “What sustained each 
insurrection, what kept them at a Fever pitch, was the complete absence of any guiding 
hand. As soon as someone took control, as soon as someone promised a better 
tomorrow, that tomorrow soon arrived, identical to all the yesterdays.” Any leadership or 
organisation that is anything other, in practical terms, than self-organisation is doomed 
to repeat the past. Any organisation that seeks to nominate or gain or appoint leaders 
(save in the singular case of performing a specifically defined and Functional task, i.e. in 
order to better enable cooperation for a specific common purpose) is doomed to be 
more of the same. We must embrace the nihilism of no leaders and make that work 


voluntarily through self-organisation and Free association. 


3. Anarchist cowardice and its lack of emotional truth. Anarchism should never be a 


Fantasy. It is hard-nosed, vicious, lived reality or it is nothing. Anarchy makes new, resists 
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order and never settles for a status quo. But it is very easy for it to become just another 
narrative, a script, a dogma, a fancy, a fad. For many, that’s all it ever really is. Anarchists 
talk a good game but never commit. They are not living its reality in many cases and their 
words and deeds bear no emotional truth. Anarchists are people with ideas but who, to 
all intents and purposes, live life like any other citizen. They are tame and tamed. They 
are not actively in revolt. They have no will to destroy. They are cowards and inauthentic 
Frauds. Or, at least, many of them are. You are an anarchist and you have a job? Then you 
are a capitalist with an ideal — and not one you particularly live up to. Emma Goldman 
once argued (prior to being imprisoned in 1916 as it turns out) that people who couldn’t 
live up to their ideas weren’t much use to their ideas — and this is our standard of life and 
politics. Do, don’t talk. Do regardless of the consequences for only such truth, honesty 
and commitment will ever make any difference to anything. If all it brings is destruction 
then have the sincerity and peace of mind and purpose to embrace the destruction. 


What this world needs in its relationships is Far more honest authenticity. 


4. Anarchy is about now and what you do now. It is resisting oppression and creating the 
world (not least in relationships) that you want to live in. It is nothing other than this. 
Without fear - for we have nothing left to lose that is not already forfeit. This is our 


politics. 


5. The nihilism of anarchy. We have seen that to champion anarchy in a capitalist world is 
to champion nihilism for it is to champion the destruction of everything now thought 
systematic or permanent about this world and its relations, everything that gives them 
meaning. It is to destroy capitalism and everything it has created, everything it wants to 


create, and this will seem to some like madness and to others like evil. But according to 
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what logic? It will not be according to the logic of an anarchy which is self-organisation 
and nothing more — no scripts, no goals, no place to get to, no thing to be. Such an 
anarchy is Fundamentally opposed to the notion of “management” and does not at all 
believe that the world needs managing. It is anarchy against the managers for such 
management is a coercion and anarchists should refuse to be coerced. We must then 
embrace the anarchy and nihilism of trusting to people’s own self-organisatory instincts 
and abilities without overarching oversight and without “safety nets”. In anarchy, we are 
the safety net, cooperation and mutuality, freely and autonomously given, are how we 
survive. In a capitalist world in which everyone has been forcibly made dependent we 
must once again discover our independence, break the walls of our prison and rush into 
the nihilistic beyond. This is ultimately a matter of freedom and autonomy and whether 
you want that for yourself and others. It is a matter of refusing to be entangled in the 
various material and intellectual systems of others (which, | imagine, is why Nietzsche 
impugned morality so much). It is to act FOR OURSELVES and to embrace the notion that 
this will probably take the destruction of everything for anarchy is a nihilism. 

Talk of Nietzsche is, of course, pertinent for he was the first and is perhaps still the only 
philosopher of nihilism. Nihilism is, For him, First an intellectual and epistemological thing 
which Fundamentally implicates morality. In his various notes artificially gathered 


together by others in The Will to Power he writes: 


“What does nihilism mean? That the highest values devaluate themselves. The aim is 


lacking; ‘why?’ finds no answer.” 


He continues, in an explanation of Christian morality against nihilism’s background: 
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“What were the advantages of the Christian moral hypothesis? 


1. It granted man an absolute value, as opposed to his smallness and accidental occurrence 
in the flux of becoming and passing away. 

2. It served the advocates of God insofar as it conceded to the world, in spite of suffering 
and evil, the character of perfection-including ‘freedom’: evil appeared full of meaning. 

3. It posited that man had a knowledge of absolute values and thus adequate knowledge 
precisely regarding what is most important. 

4. It prevented man from despising himself as man, from taking sides against life; from 


despairing of knowledge: it was a means of preservation. 


In sum: morality was the great antidote against practical and theoretical nihilism.” 


This is a story of human intellectual thought, and the meanings and values it creates and 
must create, continually undermined. NONE of our intellectual foundations ever have 
any reality... not even our imagined good “anarchist” ones. Nihilism is the reality (just as 
is anarchy) and all the rest is techniques and practices to stave it off rather than accept it 
and fall into its abyss. Nietzsche argues that when human beings fell upon “truth” and 
thought they could make this the new and final foundation stone they then soon found 
out that truth undermined itself as well. Nothing could be found that could perform 


such a Function. We realised we were just telling ourselves lies and this induced despair. 


Nietzsche's response to this is to say: 


“This is the antinomy: Insofar as we believe in morality we pass sentence on existence.” 
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Existence is nihilistic, is nihilism. We can believe in morality and truth but its an 
inauthentic act. Its a lie and we will sooner or later have to Face that Fact all over again. 
We can create all the “reality” we like but its just more words, more dogma, more writing 
a script, more constructing a context that can act as fit stood Fast. (It is, in Fact, not Far 
From theology and the need to have a God.) The problem is that we disgust ourselves at 
the idea we are living according to made up falsehoods — but there is nothing else but 
made up falsehoods. In wanting and needing to value things and give things meaning, 
however, we set ourselves up to create exactly such falsehoods. EVERYTHING is in vain. 


And so: 


“Nihilism as a psychological state will have to be reached, first, when we have sought a 
‘meaning’ in all events that is not there: so the seeker eventually becomes discouraged. 
Nihilism, then, is the recognition of the long waste of strength, the agony of the ‘in vain,’ 
insecurity, the lack of any opportunity to recover and to regain composure -- being ashamed 
in front of oneself, as if one had deceived oneself all too long.- This meaning could have 
been: the ‘fulfillment’ of some highest ethical canon in all events, the moral world order; or 
the growth of love and harmony in the intercourse of beings; or the gradual approximation 
of a state of universal happiness; or even the development toward a state of universal 
annihilation - any goal at least constitutes some meaning. What all these notions have in 
common is that something is to be achieved through the process - and now one realizes that 
becoming aims at nothing and achieves nothing. - Thus, disappointment regarding an 
alleged aim of becoming as a cause of nihilism: whether regarding a specific aim or, 
universalized, the realization that all previous hypotheses about aims that concern the 
whole ‘evolution’ are inadequate (man no longer the collaborator, let alone the centre, of 


becoming). 
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Nihilism as a psychological state is reached, secondly, when one has posited a totality, a 
systematization, indeed any organization in all events, and underneath all events, and a 
soul that longs to admire and revere has wallowed in the idea of some supreme form of 
domination and administration (if the soul be that of a logician, complete consistency and 
real dialectic are quite sufficient to reconcile it to everything). Some sort of unity, some 
form of ‘monism’: this faith suffices to give man a deep feeling of standing in the context of, 
and being dependent on, some whole that is infinitely superior to him, and he sees himself 
as a mode of the deity. - ‘The well-being of the universal demands the devotion of the 
individual’ - but behold, there is no such universal! At bottom, man has lost the faith in his 
own value when no infinitely valuable whole works through him; i.e., he conceived such a 


whole in order to be able to believe in his own value. 


Nihilism as psychological state has yet a third and last form. 


Given these two insights, that becoming has no goal and that underneath all becoming 
there is no grand unity in which the individual could immerse himself completely as in an 
element of supreme value, an escape remains: to pass sentence on this whole world of 
becoming as a deception and to invent a world beyond it, a true world. But as soon as man 
finds out how that world is fabricated solely from psychological needs, and how he has 
absolutely no right to it, the last form of nihilism comes into being: it includes disbelief in 
any metaphysical world and forbids itself any belief in a true world. Having reached this 
standpoint, one grants the reality of becoming as the only reality, forbids oneself every kind 
of clandestine access to afterworlds and false divinities - but cannot endure this world 


though one does not want to deny it. 
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What has happened, at bottom? The feeling of valuelessness was reached with the 
realization that the overall character of existence may not be interpreted by means of the 
concept of ‘aim,’ the concept of ‘unity,’ or the concept of ‘truth.’ Existence has no goal or 
end; any comprehensive unity in the plurality of events is lacking: the character of existence 
is not ‘true,’ is false. One simply lacks any reason for convincing oneself that there is a true 


y 


world. Briefly: the categories ‘aim,’ ‘unity,’ ‘being’ which we used to project some value into 


the world - we pull out again; so the world looks valueless. 


Suppose we realize how the world may no longer be interpreted in terms of these three 
categories, and that the world begins to become valueless for us after this insight: then we 
have to ask about the sources of our faith in these three categories. Let us try if it is not 
possible to give up our faith in them. Once we have devaluated these three categories, the 
demonstration that they cannot be applied to the universe is no longer any reason for 


devaluating the universe. 


Conclusion: The faith in the categories of reason is the cause of nihilism. We have measured 


the value of the world according to categories that refer to a purely fictitious world. 


Final conclusion: All the values by means of which we have tried so far to render the world 
estimable for ourselves and which then proved inapplicable and therefore devaluated the 
world — all these values are, psychologically considered, the results of certain perspectives 
of utility, designed to maintain and increase human constructs of domination - and they 
have been falsely projected into the essence of things. What we find here is still the 
hyperbolic naivety of man: positing himself as the meaning and measure of the value of 


things.” 
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And so there is only nihilistic “becoming” without purpose or reason: this is our anarchy. 
Is this a good thing or a bad thing? Stupid question! But what Nietzsche thinks it can be is 


a sign of strength: 


“Values and their changes are related to increases in the power of those positing the values. 
The measure of unbelief, of permitted ‘freedom of the spirit’ as an expression of an increase 
in power. ‘Nihilism’ an ideal of the highest degree of powerfulness of the spirit, the over- 


richest life - partly destructive, partly ironic.” 


To this, however, we must add the Following before making our interpretation: 


“The perfect nihilist. - The nihilist's eye idealizes in the direction of ugliness and is unfaithful 
to his memories: it allows them to drop, lose their leaves; it does not guard them against 
the corpse-like pallor that weakness pours out over what is distant and gone. And what he 


does not do for himself, he also does not do for the whole past of mankind: he lets it drop. 


Nihilism. It is ambiguous: 
A. Nihilism as a sign of increased power of the spirit: as active nihilism. 


B. Nihilism as decline and recession of the power of the spirit: as passive nihilism.” 


Here is a noteworthy distinction between the nihilism that burdens and crushes and the 
nihilism that is Functional and enables. Depending on which route we take it will be 
indicative of our relative strength. This is a strength which is a will to unbelief, a will to 
refusal of belief in the meanings and values people give to things. It is a will to a more 


Daoist “will to Forgetting” as in the aphorism which states that we should begin each day 
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new again (i.e. with a clean slate). It is also easily characterised as a will to destroy where 
what is to be destroyed are the intellectual and material structures of controlling 
entities. These various nihilistic wills are how we show our strength and organise 
ourselves. They are nihilism and anarchy in perfect harmony. As Nietzsche writes: 
“Nihilism as a normal condition”. For that is what it is, a world of meaningless, empty 


becoming without any “organisation” or “management”. 


It is our anarchist politics to then consciously keep it that way and so to that we now 


turn. 


1111 


8. The Politics of Piracy: Renzo Novatore and Max Stirner 


In his book Life Under the Jolly Roger, Gabriel Kuhn, whose views in that book | discussed 
at some length previously in the opening of my book Black Flag, ends his penultimate 
chapter with a section that looks at Golden Age piracy (late seventeenth and early 
eighteenth century Atlantic piracy) through Nietzschean eyes. Kuhn imagines piracy 
“difficult to define” politically and open to a wide range of interpretations yet he also 
imagines that at its “core” what we find is “an unrestrained existential vitality” which, as 
accomplished readers of Nietzsche will know, lends itself very readily to Nietzschean 
interpretation. Kuhn labels this “Dionysian” in reference to Nietzsche’s repeat references 
to both Dionysos and “the Dionysian” in Greek thought and culture which he often 
typifies as a mood, attitude or form of being/becoming one should be inhabited by. 
Nietzsche in Fact even refers to himself as Dionysos - and not least when waging war 
against Christianity. How might we best typify this “Dionysian” in a useful way and 
without turning this chapter into a distracting essay about Nietzschean philosophy? 
Kuhn calls it “an incredibly strong and powerful anti-authoritarian liberatory Force that 
knows no restriction by social considerations, ethical principles, or political ideals.” He 
imagines (probably not without some trepidation) that such a Force could be turned to 
anything. | actually think that is the point for | imagine the Dionysian as a life Force that is 
all about exalting and having exuberance in one’s vitality. It is life as a dance or as play, a 
life that dares and adventures, a life that instinctively struggles For, and exists within the 
context of, its own Freedom, never imagining for a moment that any other option is, 
would be, or could be possible. The Dionysian is therefore both constantly overcoming 
oneself but also a constantly overcoming the world. It sets nothing in stone except its 


continuing and self-perpetuating, self-defining, self-actualising existence. 
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In the section of his book referred to, Kuhn wants to analyse pirates in the context of 
what he regards as Nietzschean/Dionysian values in this respect. He does this positively 
and so is, in some way, trying to show that pirates are, in some measure, Dionysian 
themselves. Kuhn’s interpreted Dionysian values are affirmation, liberty, defiance, self- 
determination, merit, Festival, chance, flux, Fear, death, destruction and intoxication. 
Readers with some experience of Nietzsche's writing will immediately be able to make 
more sense of such a list than those unfamiliar with his thought. However, in order to 
help out those unfamiliar and, incidentally, to carry forward my own chapter on the 
politics of pirates, | will read through what Kuhn has to say, bringing up such points as 


seem good to me. 


Kuhn starts with “affirmation” and what is being affirmed here is life itself regardless of 
its circumstances. This is a life that does not have to be justified by reasons or 
achievements for the life itself is beyond judgment and imagined “essentially just”. 
Nietzsche was one who wanted to be positive about life simply because it was, because 
it existed, because it was there to be lived. Life was thus something to be seized, 
grasped, taken hold of, self-actualised. Kuhn essentially sees this in pirates too. They are 
those who take hold of their lives and determine to glory in them, on their own terms, 
and affirm in their own way for as long as they last. As such, they affirm a kind of reality 


they purposely will for themselves. 


In my section on pirates at the beginning of Black Flag | make brief mention of the Fact 
that many pirates were renegade seamen who, in all likelihood, had been forced into 
going to sea in the first place. They were deserters fleeing navies and governments that 


had essentially Forced them to become slaves rather than willing volunteers or those 
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who had signed up for advertised jobs. Consequently, they bore a natural resentment to 
authority that had Festered in the often bitter conditions on board a ship at sea and they 
saw piracy as their freedom from a past life under such conditions and the embracing of 
a new life where they were, at least, their own masters. In that same book, Black Flag, | 
heartily embrace the notion of anarchists as “free spirits”, which is a Nietzschean term, 
and this leads to the concept of “liberty” as a core reason for why people ever became 
pirates at all. Put simply, pirates wanted to be free, and their conditions being that dire 
and their lives essentially Forfeit for a government power that cared about them only as 
labour that could be used up for their own benefit, they Felt they had nothing to lose in 
risking it all for a taste of life beyond authority. One day's real freedom tastes better 
than ten years of slavery, one might imagine. In other words, pirates really and actually 
grasped at genuine political and economic liberty, no matter how short-sighted or 
eventually unworkable their lifestyle would prove to be. In many respects, in Fact, the 
longitude of their experiment in Free living is utterly irrelevant. They lived Free however 
long they lived. Who could ask for more than this? “Give us freedom or give us death” 


might consequently be imagined a legitimate pirate mentality. 


Gabriel Kuhn links a pirate love of Dionysian liberty with an attitude of defiance. This 
combines in his interpretation with Nietzschean rejection of values and their purposeful 
transvaluation, a creation of entirely new and overcoming culture. Pirates essentially did 
this For they had to create entirely new ways of life and make them work of themselves. 
Pirates were necessarily anti-authoritarian but this was not just a hatred of certain 
masters but a hatred of the concepts of masters and being mastered by others at all. 
Pirate captains, in some historical recitations, were consequently not the bosses of their 


crews but merely the Functionary charged with leading in battle, more a nominated 
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organiser than a boss. Pirate captain was thus a Functional role and not an ontological 
status and pirates thus defied not only governments but conventions and even 
moralities as well. What should be standing out like a sore thumb to readers at this point 


is that IT LARGELY WORKED and pirate societies were Functioning societies. 


We may imagine that for such to be the case we must be talking about strong-willed 
people. In any difficult circumstance there will be those who crumble and those who act. 
Pirates were those who acted. Kuhn notes that Nietzsche did not imagine that such 
strong wills were For everyone. Indeed, he quotes him to the effect that they are only for 
the few. Asserting one’s independence, which is what pirates did, has consequences and 
costs and not everybody is prepared for them or able to meet their challenge. Pirates 
were consequently self-determined people who could motivate themselves, who could 
address danger by leaping into adventure, who would address a threat by taking a risk. 
They cultivated a confidence in themselves which some have seen as not unlike an 
egoistic anarchism. In short, a pirate takes their life in their own hands. And is to be 
praised and honoured for having the bravery and self-determination to do so in defiance 


of authority. They imagine themselves Free and live exactly as if they are. 


As a consequence, and as the next Dionysian value Kuhn highlights in his interpretation, 
pirates built and lived in a society based on merit. IF one, by how one lived and 
associated, recommended oneself though one’s behaviour, one would become a valued 
Friend and colleague, one of an association of similar types of people. Perhaps one might 
even rise to captain. In such community how one behaved, that one pulled one’s weight, 
played one’s part, got stuck into the community life and had courage in the face of 


battle, were essential elements for any pirate to have. Suspicion was often raised where 
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men either, for example, didn’t take part in the drinking culture of the group or were 
cowards. Pirates were genuine communities where distinction came from playing along 
according to their values of courage and brotherhood. There was no “every man for 


himself” here and your behaviour was all you ever had to recommend you. 


Dionysos was the god of wine and, historically, was eulogised through various “Dionysia” 
which were communal Greek festivals. Pirates were inveterate boozers who, when on 
land, would have had little to do but drink. Some, as a consequence, have described 
pirate life as essentially one long party, a set of lives dedicated to constant “joie de 
vivre”. Life was a party For the pirates, the polar opposite of the oppressed misery many 
of them would have experienced as impressed crew on some government or merchant 
ship. We might see this as somewhat deliberate and purposeful too, however, a 
challenge to the notion that life is serious and about noble misery. The pirates laugh at 
that idea and, in their practice, directly refute it. Life is to be celebrated and enjoyed — 
For as long as we have it — and to hell with your seriousness and noble misery! Some 
pirate writers have consequently noted that there were musicians amongst the pirate 
crews — and these were not the least important members of the crew. The party 
atmosphere had to be maintained and this was something pirates set out to achieve and 
encourage on purpose as part of their mentality and way of life. It was thus an aspect of 


their self-organising politics. 


Kuhn's next two values are “chance” and “flux” which are related concepts. Obviously, to 
even become a pirate was to commit oneself to a life of the unknown in which things 
could change completely within hours. Every time a pirate ship engaged another ship it 


was a possibility that you would not be leaving the engagement alive or with all your 
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limbs intact. Being a pirate, then, was to put oneself consciously at risk and to live life as 


a risk. Kuhn imagines this corresponds: 


“to Nietzsche’s conviction that the ‘true philosopher ... lives ‘unphilosophically’ and 
‘unwisely,’ especially unreasonably, and feels the call and duty to engage in hundreds of 
experiments and temptations of life—he risks himself all the time, he plays the evil game.’ 


He belongs to those who ‘love danger, war, and adventure.” 


A pirate life was a life of moments of extremely consequential intensity in which nothing 
could happen for days or weeks but then, in half an hour, you or your friends could be 
dead or you were sailing away with captured goods as others lay dead. It was a life that 
embraced danger but in which outcomes were never certain and a game of dice was 
played with life itself. No wonder pirates loved gambling. They gambled with their lives 


all the time and, indeed, they wagered their lives on the kind of life they chose to live. 


Another aspect to this instability of chance, however, was the flux of pirate living. Pirate 
crews were associational in composition. You were in a pirate crew because you wanted 
to be. No one was forcing you to be and you could leave in good conscience if you 
wanted to or because, for example, you didn’t agree with how this one went about its 
business and wanted to go join another or even form your own. Allegiance, in this 
respect, was voluntary and could be revoked by the individual pirate themselves. 
“Freedom to separate” was not the least of the values the pirate consequently cherished 
and this meant that the crews themselves would constantly change. Life in its 
relationships for the pirate was then a constant Flux with people separating voluntarily 


or dying — involuntarily! - all the time. 
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This, of course, leads to “fear” and “death” and Nietzsche, we may note, never denies 
that a life of chance or Flux is not something to be afraid of. He just imagines that Fear is 
not a good enough reason not to pursue that life anyway. What causes one fear, what 
leads to one’s most intense suffering, can also be the path of one’s highest hopes — and 
one must have the courage and determination for that. Fear and suffering are then 
things worth experiencing if one simultaneously gets to live one’s most exciting and 
rewarding life and one must likely endure much if one would experience life as a 
superabundant thing. People who cower in corners do not, as a rule, enjoy amazing lives. 
Happy, then, is the one who lives with something to fear. This Fear, of course, includes 
Fear of death For the pirate — either by being killed in a conflict or by being captured and 
put to death. Marcus Rediker has estimated that at least a quarter of the pirates died in 
combat and that “premature death” was a constant companion of those taking up a life 


of piracy. 


But this intimacy, both as your business and your possible lot, with death didn’t stop 
people becoming pirates. In fact, pirates rather seemed to have embraced its 
possibilities as a better alternative to the lives of misery offered elsewhere. To die as a 
free man, we can think they imagined, was no bad thing compared to lives of either 
slavery or boring domestication. They consequently valued the life in their years rather 
than the years in their lives; they put quality over quantity. In the famous pirate tome 
ascribed to Captain Johnson and thought by some to actually have been authored by 
Daniel Defoe, pirate captain Bartholomew Roberts is quoted as toasting “a merry life 
and a short one” as a defiant and acerbic jibe at death. Some variations of the Jolly 
Roger, the pirate Flag, in Fact depicted dancing skeletons which could symbolise dancing 


or playing a game with death. Death was also often toasted with raised drinking glasses. 
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Some consequently suggest that the meaning of piracy itself is a defiance of death For to 
become a pirate was to become someone hunted in a time when ending a life was a 
common outcome of being caught. It is noted in some places that pirates even pledged 
to do themselves in rather than be caught. Here the slogan “Give me Freedom or give me 


death” suggests itself again. 


All this sounds rather self-affirming and joyful until one realises it involves visceral 
physicality and material destruction. Pirates would, if required to, harm or kill people, 
destroy things and forcibly acquire valuable goods. This is no problem for a Nietzschean 
interpretation of piracy as Kuhn shows. Nietzsche can in fact link destruction to 
existential progress even as he sees suffering as a necessity in some cases. (One can in 
Fact argue Nietzsche often thinks of the progress of life itself as through suffering. 
Certainly, he refuses to think all pain, or even pain in itself, is a negative. That he would 
regard as ridiculously superficial.) Nietzsche, of course, is popularly famous For imagining 
that the strong overcome the weak — and that they deserve to. But he thinks this 
ethically and spiritually and not superficially. There is substance to the apparent 
immorality in the eyes of weak people too timid to grasp the meaning of their lives by 
the scruff of the neck. Thus, Nietzsche writes in Beyond Good and Evil that “The most 
noble caste was originally always the barbarian caste: their dominance was not primarily 
physical but spiritual—they were more complete human beings.” Gilles Deleuze, a 
twentieth century interpreter of Nietzsche amongst other things, thinks of negation as 


“an affirmation of life” and an expression of the power of affirming. 


| will not deny that such thinking cuts to the heart of what people call “morality” but 


then what else was Nietzsche (or, indeed, pirates) but one who said “to hell with your 
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morality”? Both Nietzsche and pirates set out to create new lives with new values. 
Consequently, one of the things they both wanted to destroy was old values by which 
they could be judged. Nietzsche’s great cry in Thus Spoke Zarathustra, for example, is For 
those who write their own law tables and who can live up to their own laws. Destruction, 
negation, it seems to me, must then be Fundamental to such activity For in creating anew 
one must first destroy the old. Negation and annihilation are thus acts of affirming 
positivity in this interpretation. Yet, even more than this, pirates did have a justice of 
punishment. In taking on navies and merchant ships protected by governments, they 
wished to punish and destroy those who were systematically cruel to their charges as a 
way Of life. Thus, destruction was part of pirate politics and not just ethics or spirituality. 
In sum, and concluding on Kuhn's final noted Dionysian value, we can say that pirates 
were those intoxicated with their new destructive yet creative and affirming values as a 
way of life. It took them over and consumed them. It was something to which they were 


totally committed and by which they were completely inhabited. 


Kuhn moves from his Dionysian interpretation of pirates into his own concluding 
summary in his Fifth and Final chapter of Life Under the Jolly Roger. This begins with Kuhn 
noting the regular and often entirely inappropriate appropriation of pirate regalia and 
themes in popular culture by those who are anything but pirates or by those who 
promote anything but an authentically piratical lifestyle. Kuhn himself, throughout his 
book, has been at pains to suggest that we should not unequivocally embrace pirates as 
political role models. Indeed, he is not sure pirates can be adequately politically 
described or positioned in the first place. (See the opening section of Black Flag For more 
on this and my commentary upon it.) He summarises his own view in two points, neither 


of which cut much ice with me: 
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1. Kuhn, correctly, argues that pirates did not have a “wider ethical and political 


perspective” than that of their own lives. 


2. Kuhn, correctly, argues that pirates were not coordinated enough amongst 


themselves to create a way of life sustainable past the short to medium term. 


Both of these points, | think, Fail to critique the pirates appropriately for | think that 
neither point actually understands the pirates, or their mentality, as they would have (or 
even as Kuhn’s own Dionysian interpretation has). Pirates did not have a wider political 
perspective than their own communities and crews. But why should they have? They 
were those who wanted freedom from the world and its government; they were those 
determined to live their own lives. At that moment they became those unconcerned with 
“the world” — if ever they had been concerned with it to begin with. They were, quite 
rightly, not interested in becoming world police or founding a world of universal charity. 
They just wanted to live their own lives. Wider political and ethical understandings are 
For those who are stupid enough to want to found world utopias that will never exist. 
Pirates were certainly and most definitely NOT these people AND THAT IS IN FACT THEIR 
LESSON. Take care of your own business, mind your own relationships, care for 
yourselves. And let others do whatever they are going to do. THAT IS EXACTLY WHAT IS 
ANARCHIST ABOUT THE PIRATES. Autonomy, agency, free association, affinity, 
decentralisation: self-organisation. These are the values by which | have been describing 
anarchy. And these are the pirate values displayed, but dismissed, here by Gabriel Kuhn 
in his interpretation of pirates. In doing so, | believe he misses the lessons of both pirates 
and anarchy. We see this in that his second point is seen, in the light of the pirate 


mentality described in the preceding pages and elsewhere in Black Flag, to have once 
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again missed the point. Pirates weren’t about creating a sustainable way of life which 
became a world utopia - or even a self-sustaining world pirate network. They were 
simply and Fundamentally about PURSUING THEIR OWN LIVES AS THEY SAW FIT. In doing 
so, | believe they teach us that this is actually all anarchy really is. What it is not, the 
pirates then teach us simultaneously, is organising the world according to ANY particular 


plan or pre-determined outcome. Piracy, that is, is to some extent nihilistic. 


Kuhn thinks this makes pirates impossible to embrace as “radical role models”. But | 
think it makes them irresistible and that embrace inevitable - and that Kuhn doesn’t 
even really understand what the word “radical” actually means For he is just another guy 
who wants to organise the world — in defiance of genuine pirates and anarchists 
everywhere. Pirates, as Marcus Rediker notes, imagined a different life and tried to live 
it. This is their anarchy and their inspiration to us. It has nothing to do with the success or 
sustainability of doing it. It has a lot more to do with having the courage and daring to do 
it in the first place —- for however short a time that actually was. Are you brave enough to 
live free or are you not? That is the pirate lesson and it is Far more “radical” than moral 
plans for how human beings should live in peace together free of overarching and 
coercive authority in imagined perpetuity. To live as a Free human being: imagine that! 
Can you even? Have you ever? Do you have the embedded and cultivated anti- 
authoritarianism and defiance For that? Do you love your autonomy, liberty and agency 
so much that you will grant the same to all others? Will you allow people to associate 


with whoever they like for whatever reasons they think good? 


These are not trivial things but the pirates managed them. It is the sons and daughters 


of civilisation (even the “anarchist” or “radical” ones) who struggle with them in their 
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inauthentic and systematically coercive lives. For pirates, autonomy was their politics and 
their activity; even their very organisation (which was self-organisation) was of political 
consequence. It gave the finger to political organisation from above and to the 
commerce by means of which certain men determined to economically and politically 
dominate all others. Instead, they seem to have been early adopters of what Peter 
Lamborn Wilson would go on to theorise as the “temporary autonomous zone” (see my 
chapter on Wilson below). Thus, it is to misunderstand both pirates and anarchy 
completely to imagine that either is about permanence, arbitrary enforced structures or 
organising in any way other than that done by people for (and concerning) themselves. 
This requires no “political consciousness”, as Kuhn suggests, For this, as | Know to my own 
cost, describes something which is often nothing more than more arrogant and self- 
aggrandising policemen who think themselves acting in a righteous cause. Fuck you and 
Fuck that. Pirates simply wanted to live and organise their own lives. AND THAT IS THEIR 
RADICAL LESSON TO US. They and we need not be saints or have “the right political 
principles” or “a moral ethical outlook”. Anarchy is simply to live autonomously, to be 
free to come and go as you please, to self-organise. It is realising that there is no such 
thing as some overarching morality or “ethical soundness” by which anybody can be 


judged. Pirates simply wanted to live and organise their own lives. Nihilistically. 


THAT IS THE GOD-DAMN LESSON! 

If that is the case, and | posit it is, then a Fantastic role model for us to consider is Renzo 
Novatore. Now Renzo did not go to sea as Far as I’m aware. But if you want to talk about 
“land pirates” then he supremely Fits the bill. More than this, however, in his writing he 


literally exudes a Nietzschean and piratical mentality which is political, ethical and 


1123 


spiritual in equal measure. Consequently, we need to give what Novatore has to say 
some serious consideration and | intend to do this by quoting him extensively in English 
translation from Wolfi Landstreicher’s collection of his works titled Novatore. For it is in 
his own, often poetic, words that his voice comes through to us most clearly. | intend to 
broadly quote Novatore in the historical order of his publications (with any text in bold 
being my highlighting and not his) since this is the easiest means of doing so Following 
my source text. However, | shall make an exception with the First piece | quote (which is 
quoted in Full) since it sets out Novatore’s credentials and motives as an expropriator. It 


will be seen From this that “land pirate” is one good description of him: 


The Expropriator (1919) 


“The Expropriator is the most beautiful, manly, uninhibited, virile figure that | have ever met 
in anarchism. He is the one who waits for nothing. He is the one who has no altar on which 


to sacrifice himself. He glorifies life alone with the philosophy of Action. 


| came to know him on a distant August afternoon while the sun embroidered verdant 
nature in gold as, perfumed and festive, she sang a merry song of pagan beauty. He told me: 


| was always a restless, vagabond, rebellious spirit. 


| studied men and their minds in books and in reality. | found them to be a mixture of the 
comical, the vulgar, and the cowardly. They left me nauseous. On the one hand, baleful 
moral phantoms, created from the lies and hypocrisy that rule. On the other hand, 
sacrificial animals who worship with fanaticism and cowardice. This is the world of men. 


This is humanity. | feel revulsion for this world, for these men, for this humanity. Plebeians 
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and bourgeois are the same. They deserve each other. Socialism would not agree. It has 
discovered good and evil. And to destroy these two antagonisms, it has created two more 


phantoms: Equality and Fraternity among men... 


But men will be equal before the state and free under Socialism... Socialism has given up 
Force, Youth, War! But when the bourgeoisie, who are spiritual beggars, don’t want to see 
themselves as equals of the rabble, who are material beggars, then even snivelling 
socialism allows war. Yes, even socialism allows killing and expropriating. But in the name 
of an ideal of human equality and fraternity... that sacred equality and fraternity that 


began with Cain and Abel... 


But with socialism one only half-thinks; one is half-free; one lives by half!... Socialism is 


intolerance; it is impotence of living; it is faith in fear. | go beyond! 


Socialism has found equality good and inequality evil. Slaves good and tyrants wicked. | 


have crossed the threshold of good and evil in order to live my life intensely. | live today and 


cannot wait for tomorrow. Waiting is for the people and for humanity, therefore it cannot 


be my affair. The future is fear’s mask. Courage and strength have no future for the simple 


reason that they themselves are the future that turns on the past and destroys it. 


Life’s purity goes on only with the nobility of courage that is the philosophy of action. 


| observe: The purity of this life of yours seems to me to border on crime! 
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He responds: Crime is the highest synthesis of freedom and life. The moral world is a world 
of phantoms. Here there are spectres and the spectres’ shadows; here there is the Ideal, 
universal Love, the Future. Look, the spectres’ shadow: ignorance, fear, and cowardice lie 
there. Deep darkness, perhaps eternal. | once also lived in that gloomy, filthy prison. Then | 
armed myself with a sacrilegious torch, setting fire to phantoms and violating the night. 
When | reached the gates of good and evil, | furiously tore them down and crossed their 
threshold. The bourgeoisie has launched its moral anathema, the idiotic rabble its moral 


curse, at me. 


But both are humanity. | am a man. Humanity is my enemy. It wants to clasp me in a 
thousand horrid tentacles. | try to snatch all that my yearnings need from it. We are at war. 
All that | have the strength to snatch away from it is mine. And | sacrifice all that is mine on 
the altar of my life and my freedom. This life of mine that | feel throbbing amidst the 
pulsing flames that blaze in my heart; amidst the wild agony of my entire being that fills my 
mind with divine upheavals and creates thunderous fanfares of war and polyphonic 
symphonies of a higher, strange, and unknown love which echo in my spirit. This life that 
fills my veins with vigorous and lively blood that spreads diabolical spasms of exultant 
expansion through all my muscles, nerves, and flesh; spasms of this life of mine that | 
glimpse through the crazed vision of my dreams, eager and in need of endless development. 
My motto is: to go along expropriating and burning, always leaving cries of moral outrage 


and smoking trunks of ancient things behind me. 


When men no longer possess ethical wealth—the only treasures that are truly inviolable— 


then | will throw away my lock picks. When there are no longer phantoms in the world, then 
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| will throw away my torch. But this future is far away and may never come! And 1am a child 


of this distant future, fallen into this world by Chance, to whose power | bow. 


So the Expropriator told me on that distant August afternoon, while the sun embroidered 


verdant nature in gold as, perfumed and festive, she sang a merry song of pagan beauty.” 


Given that what Novatore has provided us with here is a brief anarchist expropriator’s 
manifesto, let us now build on this thought From his productive literary Final years in 
order that we can visualise what mentality it comes From and what questions it poses. In 


this respect, a good place to start is the piece “Cry of Rebellion” from 1917: 


“The restless, questioning spirit of the new human beings can no longer nurture themselves 


on Socrates’ historical hemlock and Christ’s legendary cross. 


These two sacrifices, which have now fortunately fallen into the deep chasms of a shadowy 
past, were—undoubtedly—consummated completely at the expense of vigorous 


individualities, straining and throbbing manifestations of free life. 


And | profess that, in contrast to Socrates and Christ, Diogenes himself seems to me to bea 


truly great innovator, since his wine cask has a different and much deeper meaning than 


Socrates’ hemlock or Christ's cross. 


But if Socrates and Christ, with their useless deaths, struck genuine individual potentialities 


until they bled horribly, wouldn’t all revolutions following their path do the same? Didn’t 
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Christianity triumph over the nearly enviable pagan society through a revolutionary 


dynamic? 


And all the liberal, constitutional, absolutist or... democratic republics, empires or 
monarchies, weren't they all born from torrents of blood, undulating over the scorched 


lands of war and revolution? 


But why did the violent and feverish pulse of every revolution ever shatter, always freely, 


allowing new phantoms to arise again as sovereign rulers? 


The answer is certainly not long in coming since no one will find it hard to understand that 
all revolutions were domesticated in various ways, and revolutionaries—with the 
exception of the smallest minority, the “madmen”’—were always automatons guided 


by chimerical and fabulous phantoms. 


But what value could those phantoms have for me? What use is any of this to me? To me, 
the Iconoclast, the killer of phantoms, the demolisher of old and new idols? What use, for 


example, could the triumph of Christianity be to me? To me, the ultimate anti-Christian? 


And republics and monarchies, and all the other forms of society that rise as “sacred” 
sovereigns and can only recognize the “Christian”, the “subject”, the “citizen”, the 
“member”, etc., in me? Since | don’t consider it hard to understand that in every form of 


society there must be a “system”, indeed, this system, the best of the best: Equality! 
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But every “sacred” system and all that is Sacred, whether divinely or humanly, demand 


renunciation and humiliation from me, the Individual. But that’s not all. 


Because every form of society, born from the fragments of the old one that fell 
resoundingly into the void, has the conviction that it is the only perfect one. And it is 
precisely this dogma of perfection that drives it to be so utterly reactionary toward the 
restless Rebel who does not at all intend to bow before the new God: today, for example, if 
the revolt against the despot of all Russia finds approval and justification in the foul local 
papers, they wouldn’t approve or justify a damned thing if such a revolt were to break in... 


the snow-white bosom of... liberal and democratic Italy. Quite the opposite. 


But let's take another step forward. Let’s suppose, for example, that tomorrow a Republic is 
proclaimed in Italy. In such a case, wouldn't a very large portion of those who pretend to be 
furiously revolutionary today, themselves be the fiercest reactionary conservatives of 


Comorrow? 


And if some “hothead”, some “madman”, some “enthusiast” would want to undermine their 
new edifice, their brand new God once again? But here | think that | might hear certain good 
—perhaps too good—people exclaim: But then, isn’t he an enemy of the Revolution?!—No, 
no. Oh, good people, listen to me again since | am so revolutionary that | barely even 
recognize myself! And do you know why! am a revolutionary who can barely be recognized? 
For a reason so simple that it is great in its simplicity. Here it is: because | am a 
revolutionary guided only by the vast and uncontrollable impulse of MY expansion of 


will and potential. 
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There is no phantom guiding me, but rather there | am, walking. There is no chimerical 
dream of a perfect society of universal human redemption, but rather there is the 


absolute need for my potential affirmation before other potentialities. 


God, the State, Society, Humanity, etc. have their own cause for themselves. If | don’t want 


to subjugate myself to God's cause, | am a “sinner”. If | don’t want to submit to the State, 


Society, Humanity, |am a “wicked man”, a “criminal”, a “delinquent”. 


But what is “sin”? What is “crime”? 


Here again, | don’t think there is any need for a long and complicated digression to analyse 
all this, since even children must know by now that the most serious sin that you can 
commie against divinity is to mock it, not obey it, desecrate it, and deny it. In short, 
desecrating what is divinely and humanly “sacred” is the greatest “sin”, the greatest 


“crime”. 


“Sacred”! This is the most monstrous and terrible phantom before which all have trembled 
up to now. Here is the old, harsh tablet that the new human beings must shatter! The FREE 
SPIRITS, the ICONOCLASTS, all those who have finally discovered in “sin” and “crime” the 
new spring from which the highest synthesis of life gushes. And even the rabble, when it 
learns to quench its thirst at this new, unknown spring, will very quickly realize that it too is 
a granite potentiality. But to do this, the rabble will have to stop letting itself be ruled by 
fear. Oh, rabble, listen to me! 1am not the new Christ come to sacrifice myself on the altar 


of your redemption. If | did this, | would be a madman and you would be a beggar. 
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| put my lips to your profane ear and launch a cry. A frightening cry that will make you grow 
pale. The cry that I launch is that of the great German rebel, Max Stirner. So listen to it, 
since only by virtue of this magic cry will you vanish as rabble in order to rise up again in the 
flowering potential of all of your individualized members. Here is the magic cry: The egoist 
has always affirmed himself with crime and, with sacrilegious hand, has pulled the 
sacred idols down from their pedestals. It is necessary to put an end to the sacred; or 
better still: the need to violate the sacred must become general. It is not a new 
revolution that approaches; but a mighty, impetuous, superb, shameless, 
consciousless crime sounds in the thunder on the horizon. Don’t you see how already 


the foreboding sky grows dark and silent? 


But here again, oh rabble, | see you back away and shout at me with horror: “Whatever is 
this crime? What does he mean by all this?” Ah, rabble, rabble! Do you still not understand 


his speech? 


Well, then, listen again. He’s the one who’s speaking: ‘Put your hand on whatever you need. 
Take it; it is yours. This is the declaration of the war of all against all. | alone am the judge 
of what I want to have.’ Now do you understand, oh rabble, what is the crime that SOUNDS 
IN THE THUNDER ON THE HORIZON? But you, oh rabble, may not yet know how to adapt 
yourself to the idea of eternal war, you who have cradled yourself like a poor baby in the 
sweet dreams of eternal peace. And who even knows how many idols you still have to 


worship and on whose altars you still have to sacrifice yourself! 


Poor rabble! 
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And to think that even the blind would have to notice by now that anyone who isn’t able to 
accept eternal war as his affirmation and triumph must accept eternal slavery for the 


triumph of fabulous phantoms, declared enemies of the I. 


Yes, oh rabble, | have decided, yet again, to be completely sincere with you. And this is what 
my sincerity tells you—Today, you sacrifice yourself in blood-soaked trenches for a 
cause that is not your own. Tomorrow you may sacrifice yourself in lands made bloody 
by Revolution in order to later allow a new parasitic and corroding worm to rise on the 
seas of blood that streamed out in hot steaming spurts from your bronze veins so that 


a new idol could be raised up to sit over you just like the old God. 


The consecrated chorus of Love, Pity and social Right will return, making itself heard, 


skilfully played on new harps, components of the most ancient symphony. 


Rabble, listen to me! | still have something more to tell you. What | still have to tell you may 


well be the thing that weighs on me the most. 


So here | am. 1am UNIQUE and as long as you remain rabble, | will not be able to associate 
with you. When | do so, it will be in order to draw you out against my enemy who is your 
master. But as rabble, you will not allow yourself to be drawn out since you still adore your 


Lord too much. 


You still want to go on living on your Knees. But I have understood life. And anyone 


who understands life cannot live on his knees. 


1132 


| have even understood all the traps that the owners of all this have set for me. When they 
saw me march boldly to the conquest of my life, armed with all my uninhibited potentiality, 
they placed before my eager eyes all of their ridiculous and insane phantoms. They tried to 
terrorize me with the hobgoblins of the “sacred”, but since I, the Iconoclast, the Impious 
one, scorn and mock all that is “sacred” and “consecrated”, and since, like Armida, | destroy 
the palace in which once | had to suffer enchantment, they threw off their sacred mask and 


launched themselves against me, imposing the most extreme against me. 


That was the day, oh rabble, that | had the true revelation of what life is and what place my 
Uniqueness would have in this. Now | live on my feet. My eye no longer knows sleep. I 


recognize no one’s rights against me. Only force can defeat me now, not phantoms. 


| said, only force can defeat me. But | also use it. | no longer ask anyone for anything. | am 
no beggar. | only appropriate everything that | have empowered myself to appropriate 
through the capacity of my potentiality. My revolution already started a long time ago. 
From the moment | Knew life, | took up MY weapons and declared MY war. | struggle 
for a cause that is my own. No other cause can interest me anymore. My enemies also 


struggle for a cause that is their own and against me. But | don’t hate them for this. 


The REAL interests that they have in fighting against me exempts them from my hatred 
since | have taken up my weapons against them only due to my REAL interests. | may very 
well kill them for my triumph, but without hating them, without despising them; | am not 


struggling for phantoms! 
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Rather | despise beggars, misers, all those who don't dare to fight, but who only know how 
to beg and weep. They are the ones who beg for fallen crumbs from the sumptuous table of 


my enemy. 


And with these misers of body and spirit my enemy creates a blind and formidable power to 


launch against me in the battle that has started between we Egoists. 


But what could these misers ever gain from the victory over me brought back by my enemy, 
i.e., by their master? Nothing more that the usual crumbs and eternal slavery! But what are 
you then, oh rabble, if not the blind, unconscious, begging mass that launches yourself 
against me in defence of your Lord? Listen to me, oh rabble, you must vanish as such, you 


must have no place in the theatre of new life. 


Do you sneer? Are you maybe lashing out at me? Could it be that with the blows of my lash | 
have succeeded in awakening an inner residue of pride in you that slept hidden in the 


remote corners of your mind that has been servile for centuries? 


Already in the distance you can hear the war trumpet sound, announcing the invincible 


attacks of the Unique ones against the phantoms: the State, Society, God, Humanity... 


You turn pale and flee, dragging all your satellites into the abyss of the eternal void; and 


the rebellious phalange of Free Spirits and Iconoclasts advances into the stormy sky of the 


Future!" 
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Here, if the first text was an anarchist expropriator’s manifesto, then this chimes in the 
ear as a very pirate-like expression of an attitude to life and living — if the analysis in the 
First part of this chapter be in any way relevant to this subject. Novatore is a man against 
the world, a man for himself and his own way of life as an act of revolution against the 
world and its way of doing things. He wants to organise himself even as the pirates did 
and this is exactly why | see him as such a good example of the pirate mentality in a way 
which is also entirely anarchist. In this mentality crime is no issue (as it wasn’t for the 
pirates) since by what rule, law or logic could it be for a man who determines his own 
way in the world, who accepts neither the judgments nor the justice of others? Indeed, 
such a person would and does go out of their way to desecrate the sacred altars of such 
a world (here it is not irrelevant that a youthful Novatore burned down a church) in acts 
of deliberate defiance. For such a one, life itself is the revolution and it is lived as one For 
as long as it lasts. In fact, in a further piece From 1917, “Intellectual Vagabonds”, 
Novatore exults “madmen and delinquents” to “scorn the good and the just, since they 
have always been the beginning of the end.” In yet another, “Wild Flowers”, he 
delineates the true anarchist as one who “placed themselves on the margins of society” 
— just as pirates do and did. In all cases, such people deny to others “the right to judge 


them”. For: 


“Only those who, with impetuous violence, know how to appraise the rusty gates enclosing 
the house of the great lie where the lewd thieves of the | (god, state, society, humanity) 
have arranged to meet, in order to take their greatest treasure back from clammy, greedy 
hands adorned with the false gold of love, pity, and civilization, from the baleful predators, 


can consider themselves lord and master of himself and call themselves anarchists.” 
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We move to 1919. (In 1918 Novatore was busy deserting From the Italian army, being 
hunted and, for a short while, imprisoned.) In a piece titled “Anarchist Individualism in 
the Social Revolution” Novatore lays out his anarchist individualist logic (even though he 
claims not to have any!) and relates it to a social world. In doing so, he exalts the claims 
of personal autonomy and human agency, values cherished by the pirates, as well as the 


necessary destruction such a stance to life entails: 


“1, Anarchist individualism as we understand it—and I say we because a substantial 
handful of friends think this like me—is hostile to every school and every party, every 
churchly and dogmatic moral, as well as every more or less academic imbecility. Every 
form of discipline, rule, and pedantry is repulsive to the sincere nobility of our 


vagabond and rebellious restlessness! 


Individualism is, for us, creative force, immortal youth, exalting beauty, redemptive and 
fruitful war. It is the marvellous apotheosis of the flesh and the tragic epic of the spirit. Our 
logic is that of not having any. Our ideal is the categorical negation of all other ideals for 
the greatest and supreme triumph of the actual, real, instinctive, reckless, and merry life! 
For us perfection is not a dream, an ideal, a riddle, a mystery, a sphinx, but a vigorous and 
powerful, luminous and throbbing reality. All human beings are perfect in themselves. 
All they lack is the heroic courage of their perfection. Since the time that human 
beings first believed that life was a duty, a calling, a mission, it has meant shame for 
their power of being, and in following phantoms, they have denied themselves and 
distanced themselves from the real. When Christ said to human beings: “be yourselves, 


perfection is in you!” he launched a superb phrase that is the supreme synthesis of life. 
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It is useless that the bigots, theologians, and philosophers do their utmost with deceitful 
and dialectical sophisms to give a false interpretation to Christ’s words. But when Christ 
speaks this way to human beings, he disavows his entire calling to renunciation, to a 
mission, and to faith, and all the rest of his doctrine collapses miserably in the mud, knocked 
down by he himself. And here, and here alone, is Christ’s great tragedy. Let human beings 
open their misty eyes in the blinding sun of this truth, and they will find themselves face to 


face with their true and laughing redemption. 


This is the ethical part of individualism, neither romantically mystical nor idealistically 
monastic, neither moral nor immoral, but amoral, wild, furious, and warlike, that keeps its 
luminous roots voluptuously rooted in the phosphorescent perianth of pagan nature, and its 


verdant foliage resting on the purple mouth of virgin life. 


2. To every form of human Society that would try to impose renunciations and artificial 
sorrow on our anarchic and rebellious |, thirsting for free and exulting expansion, we will 


respond with a roaring and sacrilegious howl of dynamite. 


To all those demagogues of politics and of philosophy that carry in their pockets a beautiful 
system made by mortgaging a corner of the future, we respond with Bakunin: Oafs and 
weaklings! Every duty that they would like to impose on us we will furiously trample 
under our sacrilegious feet. Every shady phantom that they would place before our 
eyes, greedy for light, we will angrily rip up with our daringly profaning hands. Christ 
was ashamed of his own doctrine and he broke it first. Friedrich Nietzsche was afraid of his 
overhuman and made it die in the midst of his agonizing animals, asking pity of the higher 


man. But we are neither afraid nor ashamed of the liberated Human Being. 
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We exalt Prometheus, the sacrilegious thief who stole the eternal spark from Jove’s heaven 


to animate the man of clay, and we glorify Hercules, the powerful, liberating hero. 


3. Pagan nature has placed a Prometheus in the mind of every mortal human being, and a 
Hercules in the brain of every thinker. But morality, that disgusting enchantress of 
philosophers, peoples, and humanity, has glorified and sanctified the vulture exalting it as 


divine justice, and divine justice, which Comte humanized, has condemned the Hero. 


The Plowman and the thinker have trembled before this baleful phantom and courage has 


remained defeated under the enormous weight of fear. 


But anarchist individualism is a brilliant and fatal torch that casts light into the darkness in 


the realm of fear and puts to flight the phantoms of divine justice that Comte humanized. 


Individualism is the free and unconstrained song that reconnects the individual to the 
eternal and universal pan-dynamism, that is neither moral nor immoral, but that is 
everything: Nature and Life! What is Life? Depths and peaks, instinct and reason, light and 
darkness, mud and beauty, joy and sorrow. Disavowal of the past, domination of the 


present, longing and yearning for the future. 


Life is all this. And all this is also individualism. Who seeks to escape Life? Who dares to deny 


it? 


4. The Social Revolution is the sudden awakening of Prometheus after a fall into a faint of 


sorrow caused by the foul vulture that rips his heart to shreds. It is an attempt at self- 
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liberation. But the chains with which the sinister god Jove had him chained on the Caucasus 
by the repugnant servant Vulcan cannot be broken except by the Titanic rebel 


Hero, son of Jove himself. 


We rebel children of this putrid humanity that has chained human beings in the dogmatic 
mud of social superstitions will never miss bringing our tremendous axe blow down on the 


rusty links of this hateful chain. 


Yes, we anarchist individualists are for Social Revolution, but in our way, it’s understood! 


5. The revolt of the individual against society is not given by that of the masses 
against governments. Even when the masses submit to governments, living in the 
sacred and shameful peace of their resignation, the anarchist individual lives against 
society because he is in a never-ending and irreconcilable war with it, but when, at a 
historical turning point, he comes together with the masses in revolt, he raises his 


black flag with them and throws his dynamite with them. 


The anarchist individualist is in the Social Revolution, not as a demagogue, but as an 


inciting element, not as an apostle, but as a living, effective, destructive force... 


All past revolutions were, in the end, bourgeois and conservative. That which flashes 
on the red horizon of our magnificently tragic time will have for its aim the fierce 
socialist humanism. We, anarchist individualists, will enter into the revolution for an 
exclusive need of our own to set fire to and incite spirits. To make sure that, as Stirner 


says, it is not a new revolution that approaches, but rather an immense, proud, 
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reckless, shameless, conscienceless crime that rumbles with the lightning on the 
horizon, and beneath which the sky, swollen with foreboding, grows dark and silent. 
And Ibsen: ‘There’s only one revolution | recognize—that was truly, thoroughly radical—... 
I'm referring to the ancient Flood! That one alone was truly serious. But even then the devil 
lost his due: you Know Noah took up the dictatorship. Let's make this revolution again, but 
more thoroughly. It requires real men as well as orators. So you bring on the roaring waters, 


I'll supply the powder keg to blow up the ark.’ 


Now since dictatorship will be—alas!—inevitable in the sombre global revolution that sends 
its bleak glow from the east over our black cowardice, the ultimate task of we anarchist 
individualists will be that of blowing up the final ark with bomb explosions and the final 
dictator with Browning shots. The new society established, we will return to its margins to 
live our lives dangerously as noble criminals and audacious sinners! Because the anarchist 


individualist still means eternal renewal, in the field of art, thought, and action. 


Anarchist individualism still means eternal revolt against eternal sorrow, the eternal search 


for new springs of life, joy and beauty. And we will still be such in Anarchy.” 


IF all this makes no sense, some brief quotes from a 1920 piece of Novatore’s, “The 
Anarchist Temperament in the Maelstrom of History” may lend some insight. Here he 
posits that “We are in anarchism — first of all — from original instinct and passionate 
Feeling.” Further on he notes that “The true Freedom and right of the human being is 
only in his capacity to WILL! Right and freedom are Force!” A third quote of relevance 
From this piece is that “The Life that society offers us is not a Full, Free and joyful life. It is 


a crushed, mutilated, humiliated life. We must refuse it.” These are all hardly non- 
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piratical sentiments. Indeed, “Feeling, force and Freedom” are all mightily relevant to the 
pirate attitude and way of life - or so it would seem according to numerous modern 
scholarly commentators. Yet if we romanticise such figures, as corporate and other 
appropriations of pirates would have us do, we erase the bite and the sting which 
reading Novatore restores both to them and to their mentality. Pirates, like Novatore, 
were not compromisers; they literally gambled their lives on living out their beliefs and 
the practice of them in an authentic way was everything to them. Novatore, in his 
writing, reminds us of this. Thus he writes in “My Iconoclastic Individualism”, a piece from 


1920, that: 


“| think, | know, that as long as there are men, there will be societies, since this putrid 
civilization with its industries and mechanical progress has already brought us to the point 
where it is not even possible to turn back to the enviable age of the caves and divine mates 
who raised and defended those born of their free and instinctive love like tawny, catlike 
Lionesses, inhabiting magnificent, fragrant, green and wild forests. But still | know and | 
think with equal certainty that every form of society—precisely because it is a society—will, 
for its own good, want to humiliate the individual. Even communism that—as its theorists 
tell us—is the most humanly perfect form of society would only be able to recognize one of 
its more or less active, more or less esteemed members in me. | can never be as worthy 
through communism as | will be as myself, fully my own, as a Unique one and, therefore, 
incomprehensible to the collectivity. But that within me which is most incomprehensible, 
most mysterious and enigmatic to the collectivity is precisely my most precious treasure, my 
dearest good, since it is my deepest intimacy which | alone can explain and love, since | 


alone understand it.” 
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This piece, in fact, ends in extremely piratical terms: 


“My principle is life and my end is death. | want to live my life intensely so that | can 
embrace my death tragically. You are waiting for the revolution! Very well! My own 
began a long time ago! When you are ready—God, what an endless wait!—it won't 
nauseate me to go along the road awhile with you! But when you stop, | will continue on my 


mad and triumphant march toward the great and sublime conquest of Nothing! 


Every society you build will have its fringes, and on the fringes of every society, heroic 
and restless vagabonds will wander, with their wild and virgin thoughts, only able to 
live by preparing ever new and terrible outbreaks of rebellion! | shall be among them! 
And after me, as before me, there will always be those who tell human beings: ‘So turn to 
yourselves rather than to your gods or idols: discover what is hidden within you, bring it to 


the light; reveal yourself!’ 


Because everyone who searches his inner being and draws out what is mysteriously hidden 
there, is a shadow eclipsing every form of Society that exists beneath the rays of the Sun! 
All societies tremble when the scornful aristocracy of Vagabonds, Unique ones, 
Unapproachable ones, rulers over the ideal, and Conquerors of Nothing advance 
without inhibitions. So, come on, Iconoclasts, forward! ‘Already the foreboding sky grows 


dark and silent!” 


Another aspect of piracy not always appreciated as it should be (as | have already hinted) 
is how much pirates are nihilists, negators, annihilators. This is not just of property in the 


things (primarily ships, of course) that they attack but also of human law and custom 
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and, in addition, morality. Pirates lay waste to all of this For and in the creation of their 
own intellectual and material worlds and so a Further Novatore piece from 1920, “| Am 
Also a Nihilist” becomes relevant for its commentary and insight. Once more in its words 


| hear echoes of pirate song in the words of a twentieth century Italian anarchist: 


“1. Lam an individualist because | am an anarchist; and 1am an anarchist because | am 
a nihilist. But | also understand nihilism in my own way... | don’t care whether it is 
Nordic or Oriental, nor whether or not it has a historical, political, practical tradition, 
or a theoretical, philosophical, spiritual, intellectual one. | call myself a_nihilist 


because | know that nihilism means negation. 


Negation of every society, of every cult, of every rule and of every religion. But | don’t 
yearn for Nirvana, any more than I long for Schopenhauer’s desperate and powerless 
pessimism, which is a worse thing than the violent renunciation of life itself. Mine is 
an enthusiastic and Dionysian pessimism, like a flame that sets my vital exuberance 


ablaze, that mocks at any theoretical, scientific, or moral prison. 


And if | call myself an individualist anarchist, an iconoclast, and a nihilist, it is 
precisely because | believe that in these adjectives there is the highest and most 
complete expression of my willful and reckless individuality that, like an overflowing 
river, wants to expand, impetuously sweeping away dikes and hedges, until it crashes 
into a granite boulder, shattering and breaking up in its turn. | do not renounce life. | 


exalt and sing it. 
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2. Anyone who renounces life because he feels that it is nothing but pain and sorrow and 
doesn’t find in himself the heroic courage to kill himself is—in my opinion—a grotesque 
poser and a helpless person; just as one is a pitifully inferior being if he believes that the 
sacred tree of happiness is a twisted plant on which all apes will be able to scramble in the 
more or less near future, and that then the shadow of pain will be driven away by the 


phosphorescent fireworks of the true Good... 


3. Life—for me—is neither good nor bad, neither a theory nor an idea. Life is a reality, 
and the reality of life is war. For one who is a born warrior, life is a fountain of joy, for 
others it is only a fountain of humiliation and sorrow. I no longer demand carefree joy 
from life. 1 couldn't give it to me, and I would no longer know what to do with it now 


that my adolescence is past... 


Instead I demand that it give me the perverse joy of battle that gives me the sorrowful 


spasms of defeat and the voluptuous thrills of victory. 


Defeated in the mud or victorious in the sun, | sing life and I love it! 


There is no rest for my rebel spirit except in war, just as there is no greater happiness 
for my vagabond, negating mind than the uninhibited affirmation of my capacity to 
life and to rejoice. My every defeat serves me only as symphonic prelude to a new 


victory. 


4. From the day that | came into the light—through a chance coincidence that | don’t care 


to go into right now—! carried my own Good and my own Bad with me. 
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Meaning: my joy and my sorrow, still in embryo. Both advanced with me along the road of 
time. The more intensely | felt joy, the more deeply | understood sorrow. You can’t suppress 


the one without suppressing the other. 


Now | have smashed down the door and revealed the Sphinx’s riddle. Joy and sorrow are 
only two liquors with which life merrily gets drunk. Therefore, it is not true that life is a 


squalid and frightening desert where flowers no longer blossom nor vermilion fruits ripen. 


And even the mightiest of all sorrows, the one that drives a strong man toward the 
conscious and tragic shattering of his own individuality, is only a vigorous manifestation of 


art and beauty. 


And it returns again to the universal human current with the dazzling rays of crime that 
breaks up and sweeps away all the crystallized reality of the circumscribed world of the 
many in order to rise toward the ultimate ideal flame and disperse in the endless fire of the 


new. 


5. The revolt of the free one against sorrow is only the intimate, passionate desire for a 
more intense and greater joy. But the greatest joy can only show itself to him in the mirror 
of the deepest sorrow, merging with it later in a vast barbaric embrace. And from this vast 
and fruitful embrace the higher smile of the strong one springs, as, in the midst of conflict, 


he sings the most thundering hymn to life. 
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A hymn woven from contempt and scorn, from will and might. A hymn that vibrates and 
throbs in the light of the sun as it shines on tombs, a hymn that revives the nothing and fills 


it with sound. 


6. Over the Socrates’ slave spirit that stoically accepts death and Diogenes’ free spirit that 
cynically accepts life, rises the triumphal rainbow on which the sacrilegious crusher of new 
phantoms, the radical destroyer of every moral world, dances. It is the free one who dances 


on high amidst the magnificent phosphorescence of the sun. 


And when huge clouds of gloomy darkness rise from swampy chasms to hinder his view of 
the light and block his path, he opens the way with shots from his Browning or stops their 
course with the flame of his domineering fantasy, forcing them to submit as humble slaves 


at his feet. 


But only the one who knows and practices the iconoclastic fury of destruction can 
possess the joy born of freedom, of that unique freedom fertilized by sorrow. | rise up 


against the reality of the outer world for the triumph of the reality of my inner world. 


I reject society for the triumph of the I. | reject the stability of every rule, every 
custom, every morality, for the affirmation of every willful instinct, all free 
emotionality, every passion, and every fantasy. | mock at every duty and every right 


so!can sing free will. 


| scorn the future to suffer and enjoy my good and my bad in the present. | despise humanity 


because it is not my humanity. | hate tyrants and | detest slaves. | don’t want and | don’t 
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grant solidarity, because | am convinced that it is a new chain, and because | believe with 


Ibsen that the one who is most alone is strongest. 


This is my Nihilism. Life, for me, is nothing but a heroic poem of joy and perversity written 


with the bleeding hands of sorrow and pain or a tragic dream of art and beauty!" 


There are two more extended pieces | want to refer to, one From 1921 and one from 
1922 (the year of Novatore’s death in a police shoot out after he and an associate had 
been ambushed), before | am done with Renzo Novatore. The first of these is the 
extremely important piece “The Revolt of the Unique”, a piece Novatore addresses to 
one Carlo Molaschi, once a former individualist anarchist like himself but now someone 
who has renounced his former ways for the anarchist communism of Errico Malatesta. 
Novatore, of course, Finds fault with this but, in doing so, he writes in such a way as to 
explain what motivates his desire to be an anarchist, what anarchism really is as Far as he 
is concerned and, yet again, says things of import to an understanding of the practice of 
anarchy as akin to the practice of piracy. Gabriel Kuhn, he who thinks modern day 
“radical” political action requires “ethical soundness” or some appropriate moral 
direction or oversight that applies to the whole world, would do well to listen to what 


Novatore has to say here. 


This piece begins as Follows: 


“1 don’t want to dictate moral maxims to my ‘neighbour,’ or teach anyone anything... | leave 
this task to the missionaries of all faiths, the priests of all churches, the demagogues of all 


parties, the apostles of all ideas. | only want to howl my extreme rebellion against 
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everything that oppresses me; | only want to push far away from me everything that the 
religious, socialist, or libertarian priesthood wants to impose on my individuality without 


me having freely accepted and wanted it... 


... |have a personal truth of my own that isn’t and can't be universal ‘truth. ’... 


... Let each human being therefore work—if he thinks this way—at the discovery of his own 
|, at the realization of his own dream, at the complete integration and full development of 
his own individuality. Every human being who has discovered and won himself walks on 


his own path and follows his free course. 


But let no one come to me to impose his belief, his will, his faith on me. By denying god, 
fatherland, authority, and law, | have achieved anarchism. By refusing to sacrifice myself on 


the altar of the people and of humanity, | have achieved individualism. 


Now | am free... 


The war that | opened against phantoms has ended with my victory. Now the cycle of anew 
war has opened! The war against the brute force of society, of the people, of humanity. 
Against these terrible and colossal monsters that aren’t ashamed to dare to act 
against the unique and the brutal force of their thousand monstrous arms, | 
‘authorize’ myself to defend myself with all the weapons that it is possible for me to 
dare to use: with all those means that I have the power and the ability to make use of. 


Without scruples! Because | am one who really follows himself?’ 
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| can imagine this a very “pirate” mentality indeed and to this we may add the sentences 
“the dream of workers is not my dream. The longings of the people are not my longings, 
the pains of the mass are not my pains!”. Novatore, in an expression of something we 
have heard elsewhere before, simply wants to live his own life, to howl his own rebellion, 
to Fight against everything he himself judges oppresses him. His purpose is not to 
change the world but to materially affect the circumstances of his own existence by 
taking as active a role as he can in shaping them, creatively and destructively. He needs 
no one of any motivation telling him how to do that; indeed, he sees all such people as 
equally malevolent in such a motivation. Autonomy and agency brook no constricting 
outside organisation of any kind, not even, as Novatore sarcastically jibes at Molaschi, a 
“libertarian communist” one. Novatore even makes it plain in this piece that he imagines 
the more comfy and cosy anarchist communism (whose members often denounced 
anarchists who committed crime or lived as illegalists) has settled down and integrated 
itself into the world; it has “ended up making itself official and becoming a party”. 
Novatore certainly Finds this in very bad taste and we should be able to see why with the 
renegade, vagabond and buccaneering image of anarchy he has consistently delivered. 
He does not imagine the life of an anarchist is “paternal democratic domesticity” but 


that it is much more one of the “wild reprobate”. 


But what does this all mean? Novatore describes himself as the very piratical “anti- 
society”. By this he means “not collaborating in the preservation of the present society 
nor lending one’s efforts to any new social construction.” Here he means overall, as a 
generality, in the round. He is not interested in partaking of mass social organisation 
and, indeed, sees himself as consciously Fighting against it. Whilst society has an 


attraction For what it can supply by way of materialistic needs, it also repels in its desire 
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to socially control. This, says Novatore, gives birth to his “need” to do it violence 
“without scruples”. This, of course, is not so different from pirates who had escaped “the 
world” aboard official naval or merchant ships and now sought to do violence to that 
very same world. Pirates are sometimes criticised for being parasitical — they exist by 
picking off the things that they want from wider society and if that society collapsed or 
went away their lifestyle would too. We can see here, in fact, that as a criminal 
expropriator Novatore was in much the same situation. But, as pirates did, he saw 
nothing wrong with it either. Novatore in this piece might even have a reason for that 


when he writes: 


“The word ‘Freedom’ taken in itself is a negation: nothing—death! Freedom is a propulsion 
towards power—it is the strength of conquest and the capacity for possession... Living 
means doing good and bad to others. No one can live without hurting anyone.... Living 


means: dominating and being dominated!" 


He in fact argues that “libertarian communism” or anarchist communism is a 
performative contradiction. If it ever seeks to preserve itself as a system of social 
organisation in and through its practice then it denies “the very spirit that informs and 
exalts it” because, of course, you cannot enforce freedom or liberty upon people 
through a particular impressed Form of social organisation: you must simply let people 
have their freedom and make of it what they will - without scruples or pre-conditions. 
The pirates, you will recall, made their own articles of association which governed 
behaviour and the self-organisation of the various crews. Individual pirates were then 
free to decide if the terms of this or that crew were acceptable to them and would 


change crew as it suited them and as they had opportunity. The anarchist communist, 
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however, especially the Gabriel Kuhn type who imagines freedom must be imposed on 
all equally, does not give people such a pirate Freedom. Such a person wants to organise 
and arbitrate the whole world over people’s heads. No wonder, then, that elsewhere 
Novatore jokes about anarchist communist prisons and asylums as the contradictions 
they would surely be. | have in fact myself heard such anarchists discussing similar things 
in all seriousness such is their righteous desire for an “ethical” kind of social organisation 
which adjudicates the world. But its one Novatore would fight to the death to frustrate 


even as the pirates did something similar in their own circumstances as well. 


The last of Novatore’s texts | want to address is 1922's “Black Flags”, an entirely 
appropriate choice since the black Flag is that of the anarchist even as a black Flag, with 
appropriate symbols written upon it, was the flag of the pirate. (There is some historical 
suggestion these are linked but the evidence is inconclusive even if the link is 
unsurprising.) Once more in this text an Italian anarchist speaks but its the sounds of 


pirates that we hear: 


“Black flags in the wind 
stained with blood and sun 
Black flags in the sun 


howling of glory in the wind 


We need to return to the sources. To drink at the ancient fountains. We need to return to 
heroic anarchism, to individual, violent, reckless, poetic, de-centering audacity... And we 
need to return with every bit of our modern instinct, every bit of our new conception of life 


and beauty, every bit of our healthy and lucid pessimism, which is not renunciation or 
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powerlessness, but a thriving flower of exuberant life. We are the true nihilists of reality 
and the spiritual builders of ideal worlds. We are destructive philosophers and creative 


poets. 


We walk in the night 
with a sun in our mind 
and with two huge golden stars 


in our blazing eyes 


We walk... 


‘You must seek your own enemy, fight your own war, and for your own ideas’... 


Only great intellectual vagabonds—carriers of the black flag—can be the luminous 


animating fulcrum of eternal revolution that pushes the world forward... 


Our willful soul is multiform... The fiery throbbing of the sun and the tremulous shudders of 
the stars pass through it! We are rebel poets and philosophers of destruction. We are 


anarchists. Iconoclasts! Individualists, atheists, nihilists! We are the carriers of black flags... 


We rush beyond every system 
We rush beyond every form 
We fly toward the highest freedom 


Toward extreme ANARCHY’... 
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We have killed the ‘duty’ of solidarity, so that our free lust for spontaneous love and 


voluntary parenthood acquires a heroic value in life... 


We need an epic and barbaric song of new and virgin life sounding over the world. 


We are the carriers 
of blazing torches. 
We are the kindlers 


of crackling pyres... 


We walk on... 

And if our dream is an illusion? 

And if our struggles are useless and vain? And if the renewal of humanity is 
impossible to accomplish? 

Ah, no! We will walk on just the same. 

For our own dignity. 

For the love of our ideas. 

For the freedom of our spirits. 

For the passion of our minds. 

For the necessity of our life. 

Better to die as heroes in an effort of liberation and self-elevation than to vegetate as 


impotent cowards in this repugnant reality. 


Oh black flags, 


oh black trophies, 
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emblems and symbols 


of eternal revolt. 


You who are the bloody evidence of all human audacity: You who are the destroyers of all 


prejudice: 


You who are the only real enemies of all human shame—of all sinister lies! 


You who sing eternal revolt, soaked in sorrow and blood! 


| grip it in my strong fist 

and in the midst of windy storms 
| raise it in the glory of the sun. 

In the glory of sun and the wind... 


Of wind and sun and light. 


What strikes me most about all this is the conviction and commitment Novatore 
expresses throughout. It is a spiritual and ethical thing with political and economic 
consequences. On the latter front we might note that destruction and crime seem not 
incidental to the mentality but essential: crime and destruction ARE NECESSARY to 
prosecute this, | think, piratical mentality. | imagine this is because things like autonomy, 
agency, free association, affinity and decentralisation, values resulting in the overall 
value of self-organisation, are not just beliefs or values: they are practices and so must 
be practised. Indeed, where such things are concerned in this mentality and philosophy 
of direct action ONLY THEIR PRACTICE COUNTS. One, for example, does not believe 


oneself autonomous: ONE ACTS AUTONOMOUSLY! Consequently, Following Novatore’s 
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analysis of himself as anarchist, nihilist and iconoclast, the pirate is one who acts and 
must be one who acts. That he takes his life in his criminal and renegade hands and does 
as he pleases is what makes his life as a pirate a living reality: it is something done and 
not something imagined or held as a belief or value alone. IF the strategy of the 
anarchist, exemplified here by Novatore, is “direct action” according to one’s own 
expressed will, then this perfectly describes the pirate as a political and social animal as 


well. 


So don’t be surprised when Novatore concludes that, in the end, life is about force and 
exerting Force. Didn’t Kropotkin conclude the same when he told people to take over the 
farms and factories? Didn’t Goldman when she told people in New York to “take bread” 
in 1893? We live in a world of direct action, force, Freely and autonomously actualised — 
and only those who use it have a chance to make their own lives according to their own 
desires just as the pirates and Renzo Novatore did. 

Gabriel Kuhn (yes, him again) reminds us in his essay “Life Under the Death's Head: 


Anarchism and Piracy” that: 


“Piracy is a form of life. It has its own conditions, its own rules and ways of thought. Pirates, 
men and women, answer to no one except for the crew of the ship in which they are sailing 
at the moment, and only after joining it of their own free will. Pirates have themselves, 
their group, their ship, perhaps a couple of retreats, and nothing else. They obey nothing 


and no one, have no nation to defend, no leader, no god, no government, no State.” 
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Kuhn links this mentality with some words from egoist Max Stirner (an influence on 
Novatore): “No cause, no so-called ‘highest interest of humanity’, no ‘holy thing’ is so 
worthy that you should serve it, or attend to it for its own sake”. It is such Stirnerism, 
such piratical refusal to have any cause but oneself and one’s associates, that is found in 
the First of my own “articles of Jolly Roger’s anarchy”, i.e., “Hold nothing sacred and, in 
so doing, destroy all authority.” IF one holds something, anything, sacred then that thing 
is bestowed with an authority, one you give it from within yourself. We see this, 
horrifically, today as millions upon millions passively accept their slavery and 
incarceration in open capitalist and authoritarian prisons. To have a god, to concede a 
leader, to submit to a government or state, to admit of the concept of private property, 
to accept a boss, is to imprison yourself. Pirates knew better. So maltreated and 
despised by authority had many of them been aboard navy or merchant vessels serving a 
nascent capitalism of nation states that, receiving or achieving their freedom through 
various circumstances, they were utterly committed to never coming under anyone 
else’s authority ever again - and even on pain of death (which many of them 


subsequently suffered in short order in either conflict or capture). 


Kuhn consequently quotes with favour the notion that pirates were “anarchists and 
nihilists” — an appropriately Novatorean designation. Pirates put themselves on the 
margins of a society they essentially refused and regarded as something to plunder. 
They did this not only rejecting its political and economic rules but its moral and 
intellectual ones too. Pirates created their own logic and morality of brotherhood — and 
it was only for those within their Fold or possibly for others in other groups like their 
own, those who shared their lifestyle and had made similar choices to become those on 


the margins. You could join this brotherhood, and the crew of captured vessels were 
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regularly given this choice, but if you weren’t in it then you were simply considered an 
outsider, a potential enemy. Kuhn tells us in the same essay just referred to that, in Max 


Stirner’s terms, each pirate becomes Stirner’s “ego”: 


“The ego is one born free, free from the start... (He) is originally free, because he recognises 
no power other than his own; he requires no liberation, because from the start he rejects 
everything except himself, because he values nothing more highly than himself, aims for 


nothing higher; in short, because he acts from himself.” 


Kuhn consequently imagines that piracy, in its origin, is all about “singularity and 
independence”, about a very Stirnerite desire not to be ruled “in any way by another”, to 
hold nothing outside oneself sacred. This is nothing bourgeois or idealistic, something 
philosophical, but a very physical and material desire to live free, something practical not 
theoretical. It is more an existential need than a value actualised (although it is actually 
very much both). It is living according to anarchistic principles of autonomy, agency and 
free association, a making the principle of selForganisation the motive Factor of their 
lives. It is putting their lives in their own hands. This is all manifestly obvious as one reads 
through standard and excellent pirate histories such as David Cordingly’s Under the Black 
Flag: The Romance and Reality of Life Among the Pirates or many of the several books by 
pirate expert, Marcus Rediker, not least his Villains of All Nations: Atlantic Pirates in the 
Golden Age. Here we find men transported to foreign coasts who have escaped the 
powers that brought them there. What are they to do now? Their answer was to live For 


themselves. 
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But let us turn to Max Stirner at this juncture and his almost singular Feat in his life, the 
book The Unique and Its Property (in the Wolfi Landstreicher translation that | will here 
be using) that is often instead called The Ego and Its Own. What | aim to show here is how 
Stirner’s egoism and the piratical mindset or temperament were, at the very least, 
compatible if, in Fact, pirates weren't egoists before Stirner had even written about what 
that meant. This begins, in Fact, in the topical layout of Stirner’s book in which he 


a had 


opposes a section on “Humanity” in the First part to a part on “I” in the second part. The 
second is slightly longer. This second part is subdivided into sections on “Ownness”, “The 
Owner” and “The Unique” and if we remember this is all to be contrasted with a First 
section on “Humanity” we can perhaps see the force of the comparison. Stirner is not 


talking about ideal or imaginary collectivities here but material singularities: the “I”, the 


owner, the unique. That is what matters to him. 


The second part of The Unique and Its Property is headed with the following text: 


“At the entrance of the modem era stands the ‘God-man.’ Will only the God in the God-man 
evaporate at its exit, and can the God-man really die if only the God in him dies? They didn't 
think of this question, and considered themselves finished, when in our day they brought 
the work of the Enlightenment, the overcoming of God, to a victorious end. They didn't 
notice that the human being has killed God in order to now become ‘sole God on high.’ The 
other world outside us is indeed swept away, and the great enterprise of the men of the 
Enlightenment is accomplished, but the other world inside us has become a new heaven and 
calls us forth to storm the heavens once again: God has had to make way, but not for us, 
rather for-humanity. How can you believe the God-man has died before the man in him, as 


well as the God, has died?” 
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This text was written roughly 120 years after the major Atlantic pirates were swiftly 
being wiped out by the forces of various European governments. It sets out Stirner’s 
essential problematic: if, at the imagined pinnacle of our thinking, all we are doing is 
simply replacing “God” with “Humanity” then the only thing that has changed is the 
name of the deity. Nothing fundamental has changed; we are still theists; we still seek to 
have, and to revere, something as sacred. And Stirner determined that there should be 
nothing sacred for the human being for that human being would never be free that did 


have something thought of in such a way. 


Stirner begins by talking about “ownness”, a translation of the German “Eigenheit” which 
can also mean “property” or “individuality” or even “originality”. It is about, as 
Landstreicher in his notes puts it, “what distinguishes a particular individual”. Stirner 
links this to Freedom but not simply as a freedom which is loosed From particular chains 


but as a freedom which is put to use by and for one’s ownness: 


“What use is a freedom to you, if it contributes nothing? And if you became free from 
everything, you would no longer have anything; because freedom is lacking in content. For 
one who doesn't know how to use it, this useless permission has no value; but how | make 
use of it depends on my ownness. | have no objection to freedom, but | want more than 
freedom for you: you should not just be rid of what you don't want, you should also have 


what you want; you should not just be a ‘freeman,' you should also be an ‘owner.” 


This becomes the belief that Freedom itself can be an empty phantom that becomes 
something sacred, a holy grail to chase after, when what is actually required is one’s 


ownness: 
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“ownness is my whole essence and existence, it is myself. | am free from what I am rid of, 
owner of what | have in my power, what | control. | am at all times and under every 


circumstance my own, if | know how to have myself and do not waste myself on others.” 


Stirner is, thus, arguing that “freedom” simply doesn’t work, it is empty, a negative, a 
Freedom from restrictions but to absolutely nothing. One cannot make “freedom”, one 
can only wish for it. But, imagines Stirner, we are always our own and we can always 


actualise this. Exasperated, Stirner writes: 


“You all want freedom, you want freedom. So why do you haggle over more or less? 
Freedom can only be the whole of freedom; a piece of freedom is not freedom. Do you 
despair of the possibility of getting the whole of freedom, freedom from all, indeed do you 
take it for madness to even wish for it? Well then, give up chasing after phantoms, and 


spend your efforts on something better than — the unattainable.” 


His response to this, some sentences later, is: 


“Therefore turn to yourselves rather than to your gods and idols. Bring out of yourselves 


what is in you, bring it to light, bring yourselves out as manifestation.” 


Stirner argues that a religious cast of mind has, in Fact, befuddled the West. We are 
taught by it to think of ourselves as Fallen and degraded beings. Stirner actually uses the 
words “devils” which is not irrelevant in a context of pirates that cultivated a certain 


consciousness of being “sea devils”: 
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“the habit of religious thinking has biased our minds so grievously that in our nakedness and 
naturalness, we - terrify ourselves; it has degraded us so that we consider ourselves 


depraved, born devils.” 


Stirner’s concern, however, is that “the main thing” is “egoism or ownness”. And so: 
“everyone must tell himself: | am my everything and | do everything and | do everything 
For my own sake.” Stirner considers this ownness as that thing which gets us free From 
gods and their sacredness and it does this because it “is the creator of everything”. Thus, 
if “freedom” is ever to mean anything we must exploit its possibilities to the Full. You are 
free to be anything and everything you can be and free to pursue Freedom from 
“everything that is not you, not I, not we.” Thus, the one being spoken about here is “the 


core that is to be delivered from all wrappings”. Therefore: 


“Think it over well and decide whether you want to put on your banner the dream of 


7 


‘freedom’ or the resolution of ‘egoism;' of ‘ownness.’ ‘Freedom’ rouses your rage against 
everything that is not you; ‘egoism’ calls you to joy over yourselves, to self-enjoyment. 
‘Freedom’ is and remains a longing, a romantic lament, a Christian hope for 
otherworldliness and the future; ‘ownness; is a reality that, from itself, removes just as 
much unfreedom as hinders you by barring your own way. You will not want to renounce 


what doesn't bother you, and when it starts to bother you, why, you know that ‘you must 


obey yourselves rather than men’!" 


Here “ownness” sounds strongly reminiscent of the pirate mentality of carousing and 
self-enjoyment, one which at least attempts to remove the “unfreedom” in their way as 


they set their own course through life. Pirates set their own targets and purposes for 
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their lives and gave themselves their own rules of association. They dreamt of no Future 
imagined state because their business was their ownness and so their natural concern 
was obeying their own desires in the here and now. Pirates would probably be bemused 
if someone like Gabriel Kuhn had appeared to them back in the day asking why they 
weren't working towards some kind of free world pirate state or utopia. But the answer 
should be obvious once “ownness” is taken into account. “Ownness” is simply the desire 
to create from yourself and to obey yourselves. “Ownness” is about ridding yourself of 
everything of which you want rid and regarding what is left as what you have accepted 
for and from yourself. Stirner in fact regards the own one as the truly Free-born rather 
than the one who lusts after an abstract, unattainable Freedom which, says Stirner, 


simply makes such a one a “freedom addict”. Therefore: 


“The former is free from the beginning, because he recognizes nothing but himself; he does 
not need to free himself first, because from the start he rejects everything outside himself, 
because he prizes nothing more than himself, deems nothing higher than himself-in short, 
because he starts from himself and ‘comes to himself’. Constrained by filial respect, he is 
still already working to ‘free’ himself of this constraint. Ownness works in the little egoist 


and gets him the desired freedom. 


Thousands of years of civilized culture have obscured what you are to you, have made you 
believe that you are not egoists, but are called to be idealists (‘good people’) . Shake that 
off! Don't seek for freedom, which just deprives you of yourselves, in ‘self-denial’, but rather 
seek yourselves, become egoists, each one of you become an almighty I. Or more clearly: 
recognize yourselves again, recognize what you actually are, and let go of your hypocritical 


endeavours, your foolish addiction to be something other than what you are.” 
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Thus, no part of egoism in Stirner’s understanding is about being some kind of idealistic 
“good people” or “good person”. It is not a utopian thing. In the same way, and to the 
extent that pirates were also egoists, they were absolutely not utopian either. It would 
be an affront to, and a misunderstanding of, their mentality to imagine they ever should 
have been. Such egoism, whether Stirner’s or pirate, is not about creating ideal states or 
situations: it is simply about what you are. It is about “safeguard(ing) my freedom 
against the world” which is a matter of “mak(ing) the world my own” as a matter of Force 
(a certain connection with pirates who were unfazed about using force to achieve their 
aims). It is about having the confidence and conscience to act on one’s own behalf and is 
therefore highly equatable with what anarchists call “direct action” - which is both action 
to secure your own interests but also the philosophy that only this really ever does such 
a thing. It is, | think, in this understanding that Stirner writes that “My freedom becomes 
complete only when it is my — power.” Using my power is what makes me an own person 
and not merely a freedom addict. “You long for freedom? You fools! IF you took power, 
then Freedom would come of itself. See, one who has power stands above the law.” | 
understand this in the sense “take power (and thus responsibility For yourself) into your 
own hands” for “ownness” is supremely taking the matter of your own self into your own 
hands. Consequently, “all freedom is essentially — selF-liberation, i.e., that | can only have 


as much freedom as | can get through my ownness”. 


Stirner here, in a suitable marine metaphor, contrasts emancipation (being set free) with 
the egoist’s freedom of ownness which is a constant self-liberation. He typifies the one 
set Free as a “freedman”, one “dragging along a piece of chain” behind them. Such a 
person imagines to be free but really isn’t. Rather than being “self-liberated”, the 


greater thing For Stirner, he is merely the emancipated. Stirner says that the reason the 
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liberal hates the egoist is because “the egoist... never strives for any thing for the 
thing’s sake: the thing must serve him.” It is thus ownness that the liberal hates and that 
because it defies their own idealism and utopianism and contrasts its abstract 
collectivity and generality with concrete, individual specificity. Ownness, concludes 
Stirner, “has no alien standard, as it is not an idea like freedom, morality, humanity, etc. It 


is only a description of — the owner.” 


The next section of Stirner’s book, which is on “The Owner”, is the vast majority of the 
rest of the book. In it, Stirner takes aim at Liberalism, “Humanity” and “Equality” as 
idealisms which view the only material reality - the fact of our concrete individual 
existence and relations — as something to be despised in Favour of the interlocking 
idealisms just named. Stirner prescribes these things as carrying on “the Christian point 
of view, according to which one is for the other nothing but a concept” in an idealistic 
Fiction which ignores the reality of material existence and individual interest (i.e. the 
unique and their property). So we become not our own interacting concrete realities but 
“the human race” or “humanity”, members of an idealistic class, and can be imagined as 
of equal importance, etc., in a way analogous to things like “the children of God”, etc. 
Stirner, of course, grants that we are all members of the same species but he regards 
this as “the slightest thing about us”. He regards this as but a quality of a person as if 
one were to label them as a member of their home town, For example. Effectively, 
Stirner is saying, “So what?” to this for all it does is classify a person. It has regard for a 
quality of a person rather than the person themselves. Liberalism, for him, becomes 
simply secular Christianity, a “human religion”, “the Final metamorphosis of the Christian 
religion”. OF interest For anarchists is that it is also denominated “the state-religion”. 


Thus: 
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“One could call it the state-religion, the religion of ‘free states:' not in the sense, used up to 
now, that it is preferred or privileged by the state, but as the religion which the ‘free state’ 
is not only entitled, but is compelled, to demand of each of its people, regardless of whether 
privately he is Jewish, Christian, or whatever. For it does the same service to the state as 
filial piety does to the family. If the family is to be recognized and maintained in its 
continued existence, by each of its members, the ties of blood must be sacred to him, and 
his feeling for it must be that of piety, of respect for the ties of blood, so that for him every 
blood relation becomes a sacred being. So also for every member of the state-community, 
this community must be sacred, and the concept that is highest for the state must also be 


highest for him. 


But what concept is highest for the state? Surely, to be a truly human society: a society into 
which everyone who is really a human being, i.e., not an inhuman monster, can gain 
admittance as a member. No matter how far state tolerance goes, it stops at the inhuman 
monster and what is inhuman. And yet, this ‘inhuman monster’ is a human being, and the 
‘inhuman’ itself is something human, indeed, possible only to a human being, not to any 
beast; it is simply something ‘humanly possible.’ But even though every inhuman monster is 
a human being, still the state excludes him, i.e., locks him up, or transforms him from a 
state-comrade to a _ prison-comrade (a lunatic asylum- or hospital-comrade for 


communism).” 


What matters for that state, thinks Stirner, is that one is appropriately human, that one 


conforms. To not conform or to refuse to conform is to be or become inhuman (e.g. like a 


pirate). That directly contradicts his egoistic outlook on life in which he sees not 
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examples of a class of conformists but self-actualised owners of themselves. But there 


are Further consequences of a state religion of humanity: 


“If the state must count on our humanity, then it's the same when one says: it must count 
on your morality. To see the humanity in each other and to act as human beings toward 
each other, this is called moral behavior. It is in every way the ‘spiritual love’ of Christianity. 
If, thus, | see the humanity in you, as | see the humanity in me, and see nothing but the 
humanity, then | take care of you the way | take care of myself, because we both signify 
nothing but the mathematical proposition: A = C and B = CG, therefore A = B, i.e., | am 
nothing but a human being and you are nothing but a human being, thus | and you are the 
same. Morality is not compatible with egoism, because it doesn't accept me, but only the 
humanity in me. But if the state is a society of human beings, not a union of Is, each of 
whom only looks out for himself, then it cannot exist without morality and must attach 


importance to morality. 


Therefore, the two of us, the state and I, are enemies. For me, the egoist, the welfare of this 
‘human society’ is not in my heart. | sacrifice nothing to it, | only use it; but to be able to use 
it completely, | transform it instead into my property and my creation; in other words, | 


destroy it and in its place form the association of egoists.” 


This, of course, sounds exactly like Renzo Novatore and it should for he at least partly 
got it from here. State society, so Stirner is saying, operates according to a kind of 
idealistic mathematics of right and wrong behaviour when it is appropriately moral — and 
this takes no account of individual existence or interest because these things are 


irrelevant to it. So, as Stirner says shortly after this passage, state society “imposes being 
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human... as a duty.” But egoists (and anarchists under the Flag of Jolly Roger’s anarchy 
as | have stated at the head of this book) know no duty and vow to hold nothing sacred. 
They seek an association of selF-actualised egoists (an example of which we may suggest 
are exactly the pirates) and not the forced moral duty of being members of an entirely 
imaginary “humanity”, a moral-political construction. The important thing for this 
construction, so Stirner intimates, is its own continuance first and foremost; all else is at 
best a secondary consideration. This continuance is then meant to be held as something 
sacred by all those designated by and within it. “Liberalism” or “state-society” “intends to 
realise humanity” which means to create a world for it. It is directly contrary to the 


concrete and unique individual or their interest. “The human being”, thinks Stirner in this 


sense, “is only an ideal”. 


Stirner here conceives that it is not the task of a human being to be generally human. 
Indeed, he thinks the human being’s humanity, such as it is in his and not liberal, state 
terms, in the terms of the religion of humanity, is in being oneself, in displaying one’s 
uniqueness. He thinks that each individual human being is the species — yet without norm, 
law or model. It is not for an idealistic “humanity” to make something out of him but For 
him to make something out of himself as a human being. The human being, in this sense, 
is never generally and idealistically defined but specifically and individually lived and 
actualised. Thus, the egoist cannot go along with a liberal and state religion of humanity 
which would, as its first order of business, require the individual's self-denial. 
Furthermore, such a one refuses to hold anything sacred — including both “humanity” 
and “the state”. The egoist must become thoroughly anti-religious and even if the 
religion manifests in secular and liberal form. The egoist is “the enemy of every higher 


power” whereas “Liberalism” and “humanity” teach only obeisance to such things. 
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Stirner thus even conceives that the religion of humanity that is Liberalism is a new 


configuration of feudalism: 


“If in the so-called feudal time we held everything as a fief from God, we find in the liberal 
period the same feudal relationship occurring with humanity. God was the lord, now the 
human being is the lord; God was the mediator, now the human being is; God was the spirit, 
now the human being is. In this three-fold way, the feudal relation has undergone a 
transformation. For now, first of all we hold our power as a fief from all-powerful 
humanity, and because this power comes from a higher being, it is not called power or 
force, but rather ‘right’: ‘human rights’; we further hold our position in the world as a 
fiefdom it, because it, the mediator mediates our intercourse, which therefore may not be 
other than ‘human’, finally, we hold ourselves as a fief from it, that is, our own value, or all 
that we are worth, for we are worth exactly nothing when it does not dwell in us, and when 
or where we are not ‘human’. The power is humanity's, the world is humanity's, | am 


humanity's.” 


Now here | do not mean to argue in any of this that any pirates were possessed of 
Stirner’s mentality. They were not Stirnerites (and, in terms of Atlantic pirates, lived and 
died well over a century before him). Yet neither did they imagine that either their rights 
or their property were granted to them by the liberal state or that they should act 
according to a “human” morality the state imposed upon them or that they were to be 
its willing serfs. They thought, perhaps not in so many words, what Stirner now says 
here: “My power is my property. My power gives me property. My power am | myself, and 
through it | am my property.” This is pertinent when Stirner talks about “My Power” for 


he argues that all the liberal rights states afford are “alien right”; they are not rights we 
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give ourselves, rights we take and demand, but rights the state concedes or gives to us 
(which are obviously to be of primary benefit to it as well as being entirely at its 
discretion). The liberal state, with its “humanity” and “morality”, can’t stop poking its 
nose in and deciding what you are and are not allowed to do, think or express. This only 
gets more onerous with each and every new law it creates. Neither pirates nor Stirner 
accepted this proposition: both determined that they make their own right (rights, law) 
For themselves. They were, and should be, beholden to no one else, let alone Fictive and 


idealistic entities like the state. 


Here Stirner intimates that the logic of “right” has infected all those who live under 
Liberalism. “Rights of society” or “human rights” or “the right of all” are touted as the 
most important rights of all in ways to be (in theory but never in practice) equally 
applied. Every such right is imagined, in this logic, as more important than any right | 
might Feign to give myself — and this necessarily so. As a consequence (and Stirner is not 
slow to draw it), “the individual becomes society's slave”. An individual human being in 
state society only has rights that society grants to them. Such a person is consequently 
required to show both loyalty and obedience to such a state although they have almost 
certainly never been asked, in a completely uncoerced way (or even in any way), to 
assent to such things nor even to the state’s existence in the first place! State society 
simply delegates you “rights” whether you like it or not and then polices you accordingly. 
Stirner, as you might imagine, completely rejects this situation — as did the pirates before 
him when they “went upon the account” as it was called. Both agreed that people 
themselves grant and make their rights (Stirner adds here that “human beings have no 
rights at all by nature”). These are matters of their power and not of obedience or 


loyalty to fictive others or their officers and agents. Consequently, Stirner argues: 
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“what you have the power to be, you have the right to. | derive all right and authorization 
from myself; | am entitled to everything that | have the power for. | am entitled to 


overthrow Zeus, Jehovah, God, etc., if | can... 


| decide whether it is the right in me; outside me there is no right. If it is right for me, then it 
is right. Possibly, this won't make it right for others; that's their problem, not mine: they 
may defend themselves. And if something wasn't right for the whole world, but was right 
for me, i.e., | wanted it, then | would ask nothing about the whole world. This is what 
everyone does who knows how to value himself, everyone to the degree that he is an 


egoist, because power goes before right, and that quite rightly.” 


We can easily imagine that pirates thought little differently about this and that this was 
an important aspect of their practical politics when dealing with others (such as Royal 


Navy or merchant shipping). 


Stirner makes an interesting point at this juncture which has general political application 
and which | have mentioned before in Black Flag in interaction with the postanarchist 
discussions of Saul Newman. This is summed up in Stirner’s sentence: “IF servility ceased, 
it would be all over for lordship”. Stirner’s idea is that all lordship, all authority, requires 
subservience, a desire, willing or coerced, to obey. IF this is not present or cannot be 
coerced then there can be no authority For authority requires people to have authority 
over rather than massed ranks that are prepared to vigorously refuse and defy it. 
Pirates, in fact, were and are such people and so are appropriate examples of Stirner’s 
principle. In having our “own will”, says Stirner, we destroy the state — For the state only 


effectively exists if we acquiesce in its Fictive existence, support its institutions, obey its 
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officers, etc. Our own will and state will are thus formally in opposition and the latter 
requires the breaking of the former in order to exist. The state must then formally 
oppose individual will and portray it as generally dangerous in order to prosper itself. 
And so it does. People who “want to do their own thing” are to this day smeared as weird 
and dangerous, as threats to general polity and peace. But Stirner’s response to this is 
simple: “Every state is a despotism, whether the despot be one or many.” Every law is 
thus an imposition on individual ownness, every demand for obedience to the state a 


coercion. How do |, the unique with my own power and my own property, change this? 


“Only by recognizing no duty, i.e., by not binding myself or allowing myself to be bound. If | 


have no duty, then / also know no law. 


‘But they will bind me!’ No one can bind my will, and my unwillingness remains free. 


‘Why, everything would have to go topsy-turvy, if everyone could do what he wanted!’ Well, 
who says that everyone can do everything? What are you there for then, you who don't 
need to put up with everything? Defend yourself, and no one will do anything to you! 
Anyone who wants to break your will is dealing with you, and is your enemy. Act against 
him as such. If a few million stand behind you for your protection, then you are an imposing 
power and will have an easy victory. But even if you impress your opponent as a power, still 
you are not therefore a sacred authority; he must then be a thief. He does not owe you 


respect or esteem, so long as he looks out for your power. 


We are accustomed to classifying states according to the different ways in which ‘the 


supreme power’ is distributed. If one individual has it-monarchy; if all-democracy; etc. So 
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the supreme power! Power against whom? Against the individual and his ‘self-will.’ The 
state practices ‘violence;' the individual should not do this. State behavior is an act of 
violence, and it calls its violence ‘legal right’; that of the individual, ‘crime’. Crime, so the 
violence of the individual is called; and he overcomes state violence only through crime, 


when he is of the opinion that the state is not above him, but that he is above the state.” 


Here, so Stirner is saying, the state is a secular God and operates on the same a priori 
principle: it claims to set the terms of your existence, to demand absolute obedience, 
and to decide what you may and may not do, designating those who disobey as criminals, 
the adjunct to the religious sinner. It reserves the right to punish with violence as a 
consequence and in none of this is it ever going to ask for your permission to operate in 
such a way. It is simply God, | am, the supreme authority. The egoistic principle (and 
politics) here, to the contrary, is “What does it matter to me what the state (or its 


citizens) think valid or in order?” As a result Stirner draws the conclusion that: 


“Only from the principle that all right and all power belong to the collectivity of the people 
do all governments arise. Because none of them lacks this appeal to the collectivity, and the 
despot as well as the president or any aristocracy, etc., acts and commands ‘in the name of 


the state.’ They are in possession of ‘state power.” 


We, thinks Stirner, should then practise “unruliness” and “complete disobedience” if we 
want to defeat the state. And what other than this did pirates actually do (without, the 
siren voices cry, ultimately defeating the state)? It is Stirner’s conclusion as a result of 
this state logic which is drilled into the brain of every state citizen From birth that “the 


people is full of police attitude through and through.” And they are. One even finds 
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people calling themselves anarchists who are published on anarchist libraries who are 
writing essays and books which effectively set out their Formulations of anarchist police 
states, states in which the anarchists are the police. What this copthink has to do with 
anarchy, a leaderless, stateless, authority-lacking state of human affairs made up of 
people who organise themselves on principles of autonomy, agency and free association, 
| have no idea. But some people, often Americans, seem to think that being an anarchist 
amounts to becoming a police state, but a properly motivated police state run by “the 
good people” — which is, of course, a group entirely coterminous with they themselves. 
Such abject and stupid nonsense would not be tolerated by the egoistic Stirner who 
insists on his right, his power and his property, nor by the pirates, who minded their own 
business and left other people not of their company to mind their own business too. 
Both are more anarchist than such self-deceived “anarchist” do-gooders will ever be and 


a better example of how copthink infects the liberal state citizen it is difficult to Find. 


Stirner argues all this | have so far been discussing on the basis that neither human (i.e. 
collective) nor divine reason are actually existing entities. They are concepts, ideals, 
imaginary things. A real person's operating reason is an existing thing. It is articulated in 
and through the life of that person. It is actual, as Stirner would suggest. Consequently, 
one cannot (and perhaps should not) act in accordance with non-existent and imaginary 
things. One should use one’s own reason, one’s ownness, one’s uniqueness, one’s 
interest, to articulate one’s life. Abstractions like “human rights” or “human reason” have 
nothing to do with this and are entirely made up. Stirner, throughout his book, is 
concerned to exorcise ghosts and these are just some more of them. Consequently, 


Stirner states: 
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“| demand no right, so | also don't need to recognize any. What | am able to get by force | 
get by force, and! have no right to what | don't get by force, and | don't boast of or console 


myself with my inalienable rights.” 


Or, in other words, make your bed and lie in it. Rely on your own direct action. This is the 


way. 


Stirner pursues similar thinking when he talks about “My Intercourse”. Here, for 
example, “the common good is not my good” and “a freedom of the people is not my 
freedom”. | hope that, by now, readers are getting the point and the logic of this. 


Liberalism, says Stirner: 


“appears to be the last attempt of the creation of the freedom of the people, a freedom of 
the community, of ‘society;' of the universal, of humanity, the dream of a humanity, a 


people, a community, a ‘society,’ that has come of age.” 


All that concerns Stirner about this, however, is that “A people cannot be free except at 
the expense of the individual” and he would rather have Free individuals who form their 
own self-actualising associations (e.g. pirates) rather than a free people that coerce and 
terrorise the individual - as they inevitably do. (Anarchists who build fantastical and 
completely unworkable benevolent police states in their heads are very good at this.) 
This is also why he wishes nothing sacred for “Everything sacred is a tie, a Fetter.” And 
collectivities do love their dogmas (and to coerce others to them). Consequently, Stirner 
is of the view that “As long as even one institution exists which the individual may not 


dismantle, my ownness and self-possession are still very far away” and this is pirate logic 
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too if we are to believe they Formulated their own articles of association and allowed 
any who didn’t bind themselves to a particular one, and so a particular crew, to walk 
away unmolested (where they would likely form their own more acceptable articles with 
willing others). The difference here is the voluntary concept, one | argue is a pillar of 
anarchist relations but is anathema to states and institutional authority. In general, then, 
if you cannot walk away from something, if it is not voluntary, it should not exist. This, 
“intercourse”, in Stirner’s sense, “is mutuality, it is the action, the commercium, of 
individuals” whereas “society is only the commonality of the room”. What Stirner seeks is 
people’s self-actualised, self-articulated and self-organised association, a truly and 
always voluntary thing. As such, his model of human relationship stands opposed to 


states which are objects of arbitrary force and coercion. As he says a Few pages later: 


“the independent existence of the state establishes my lack of independence; its 
‘naturalness,’ its organism, demands that my nature doesn't grow freely, but is cut to fit it. 
So that it can develop naturally, it applies the shears of ‘civilization’ to me ; it gives me an 
education and culture suitable to it, not me, and teaches me, for example, to respect the 
law, to abstain from the violation of state property (i.e., private property), to revere a divine 
and earthly sovereignty, etc.; in short, it teaches me to not be culpable, by which | mean to 
‘sacrifice’ my ownness to ‘sacredness’ (everything possible is sacred; for example, property, 
the lives of others, etc.). This is the sort of civilization and culture the state is able to give 
me; it teaches me to be a ‘useful tool;' a ‘useful member of society.’ Every state must do 


this, the people's state as well as the absolute or constitutional states.” 


The egoists, however, Stirner conceives of as “ungovernable”. They refuse all 


institutionalisation. They resist being “Christianised”. They are outlaws defying the State. 
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But if what Stirner wants is an association of self-actualised, self-organising egoists or, as 
he puts it elsewhere in the section on “My Intercourse”, that “the self-owned will Fight 
for self-willed unity, For association”, then a question suggests itself. What is the 
“property” in the phrase “the unique and its property”? Here, in a Footnote to the text, 
Wolfi Landstreicher suggests an answer. In discussing an argument Stirner makes about 
bees and their “beehood” and Germans and their “Germanhood”, Landstreicher notices 
that the German used is similar to that used when Stirner talks about the unique’s 
property. From this he concludes that, “My property is my ‘ownhood’, that is, it is what 
makes me my own”. We might then interpretively rephrase Stirner’s book title as “The 
Unique and Its Ownhood” and this more properly gets across what Stirner is about in his 
text as a subject. He is discussing each unique one of us and its significance, its reality, its 
existence, its political import, and how a Liberal, Christianising, cast of thought betrays 
and denies that as a simple feature of its ideology. Because for political liberals, as For 
Christians, your uniqueness, your ownhood, is an irrelevance. What matters for these 
people is the whole and that it should be maintained a certain way and to a certain 
standard. The individual's concerns and interests are possible obstacles to this purpose, 
unimportant annoyances, possible crimes or sins, and so nothing that should be 
accorded any significance by such ways of thinking. Stirner’s text is then about how and 
why the unique one Fights back in the cause of their ownness, their significance and their 


nu 
! 


reality - and not least how the egoist replies to the state: “Get out of my sun 


An important aspect of this is the subject of “association”. | have being saying all along in 


my anarchist texts that anarchists believe in “free (or voluntary) association” and this is 


something in which Stirner himself has an interest. In talking here about “parties” (that 
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is, partisanships, parties of the political rather than the having fun sort) Stirner wants to 


differentiate the party, which binds, From the association, which does not. He writes: 


“the party stops being an association at the same moment in which it makes certain 
principles binding and wants to know that they are safe against attack; but this moment is 
precisely the act of birth of the party. Already, as a party, it is a born society, a dead 


association, and an idea that has become fixed.” 


Fixed ideas, of course, things which become, or can become, sacred, are verboten here. 
They are not of the character of the association which is Flexible, open, fundamentally 
self-serving (where this is not understood in the Christian/liberal way and judged 
negatively but in Stirner’s egoistic way and so judged positively). The party, insists 
Stirner, cannot tolerate non-partisanship. As in Orwell's “two minutes hate”, the party is 
watching how committed you are to its programme. It cannot tolerate lack of 


enthusiasm. It sees it as dissent. But of the egoist Stirner says: 


“What does the party matter to me? I'll still find enough to associate with me without 
having to swear to my flag... ownness Knows no commandment of ‘faithfulness, devotion, 


etc.;'ownness allows everything, even desertion, defection.” 


And this talk of Flags begs a relevant question: were pirates in an association, in these 
terms, or a party? They were, | maintain, in an association. Yes, pirates had rules, and they 
would be judged by them by their peers. But no one was in a pirate crew to begin with 
that hadn’t volunteered to be so. Pirates didn’t force anyone else to be a pirate or to sail 


with any particular crew (although it was normal for them to give captured sailing crews 
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the choice to join them or not — which is to be compared with state navies who simply 
impressed people). It was all entirely voluntary and a matter of each’s ownness. One 
obligated, if obligation is what it was, oneself in and to piracy on the high seas. This 
includes one’s obligations under the pirate articles of association which laid out the basic 
terms of relations between the pirates and how they would operate, who would be 
captain and quartermaster, etc. No one had to agree to these things and anyone could 
walk away if, for any reason that seemed good to them, it did not suit them. This, in 
Stirner’s terms, is not the logic of the party but of the association, a logic of voluntary 
society formulated through voluntary relationships made by people who decide their 


own lives according to their own perceived interests. 


But, to ask Stirner’s own question, “Are the own or unique perhaps a party?”: 


“How could they be own if they were those who belonged to a party? 


Or should one not deal with any party? Just by associating with them and entering into 
their circle one forms an association with them that lasts just so long as the party and | 
have one and the same goal. But today | still share the party's tendency, and by tomorrow | 
can no longer do so and | become ‘unfaithful’ to it. The party has nothing binding 


(obligatory) for me, and! don't respect it; if | no longer like it, | become its enemy. 


In every party that upholds itself and its existence, the members are unfree, or better un- 


own, to the degree that they lack egoism, that they serve the desire of the party. The 


independence of the party requires the lack of independence of the party members. 


1178 


A party, of whatever sort it may be, can never do without a confession of faith. Because 
those who belong to the party must believe in its principles, they must not doubt or 
question it, it must be what is certain, what is unquestionable for the party member. This 
means: one must belong to a party body and soul, otherwise one is not truly a party man, 
but rather more or less an egoist. Entertain any doubt of Christianity and you are already no 
longer a true Christian, you have lifted yourself to the ‘audacity’ of raising a question about 
it and hauling it before your egoistic judgment seat. You have sinned against Christianity, 
this party cause... But good for you, if you don't let yourself be frightened: your audacity 


helps you to ownness. 


So then can an egoist ever seize onto or take up with a party? Yes, only he can't let the party 
seize onto or take him. The party remains at all times nothing but a game for him; he is in 


the game, he takes part.” 


Now in the sense that a state is a party (in some cases, of course, it literally has been) 
this raises an issue for the associationist. States, to some degree, require loyalty and the 
best state would then be the one with the most loyal citizens (i.e. partisans). (This would 
actually be a totalitarian nightmare, the realisation of the total police state.) This would 
also be that state in which absolutely everyone held the same things sacred — not least 
the authority and sanctity of the state itself - as prescribed pre-eminently by states in 
law. But what Stirner says of his egoist is that “in all cases where his advantage runs up 
against the state, (the egoist) can only satisfy himself through crime.” So the state views 
all people as potential criminals even as the church views all people as potential, if not 
actual, sinners. The egoist, however, is a criminal on purpose, as a matter of their 


determination, for the egoist knows that the state quite rightly views them as the 
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enemy. There is no possibility For cooperation between the egoist and the state for their 
interests are always and forever opposed. The one wishes to control and contain the 
other whilst the other refuses to be either controlled or contained. Just, in fact, like 
pirates and the state for pirates were deliberate criminals, criminals on purpose, people 
who, in their decision to take to a life of piracy, defied entire political, moral and 
economic ways of life in the process. One of the things they were also doing in that, 
although they almost certainly didn’t know it in Stirner’s terms, was choosing the 
association over the party, the voluntary life over the coerced life. It is just that the 
voluntary life is also the criminal life — at least it is if you are a state. From the point of 
view of a state not only must you be coerced but you must also willingly accept your 
coercion. The egoist, however, like the pirate, neither accepts their coercion nor that 


they must be coerced. 


It is important to see here that statism or Liberalism or “humanity” are moral 
programmes and even moral imperatives From their point of view. For the egoist this is 
what is bad about them for the egoist can have nothing to do with morality, another 
bind on their ownness. So in crime, for example (and here Renzo Novatore is a superb 
example), the egoist asserts themselves against society and mocks all that is sacred. 
There is a passage in Stirner which Novatore in Fact echoes, if not exactly quotes, several 


times which articulates this: 


“In crime the egoist has up to now asserted himself and mocked the sacred; the breaking 
with the sacred, or rather of the sacred, can become general. A revolution never returns, 
but an immense, reckless, shameless, conscienceless, proud crime, doesn't it rumble in the 


distant thunder, and don't you see how the sky grows ominously silent and gloomy?” 
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Thus: 


“Under religion and politics, the human being is situated at the standpoint of should: he 
should become this or that, he should be so and so. Everyone brings this postulate, this 


commandment, not only up before others, but also before himself.” 


Morality is the mentality of “should” but egoism is the mentality of “I will”. Morality 
emphasises an abstract and idealistic collective interest (even if through a personal 
incident or situation For it is always something that could and should be applicable to all) 
whereas egoism emphasises the unique’s material interest (yet also as a universally 
applicable thing whilst still being about the unique). The former, so Stirner argues, 
absorbs the unique into a characteristic of the human (“the human” being the important 
thing) whereas the latter gives physical existence to the human through its uniqueness. 
The human being For Stirner is then not an abstract, an essence, an idea — it is each and 
every concrete, existing, unique one. Life, thinks Stirner, should not matter in the 
abstract. It does and can only mean what it means to me (or to you, in each case a 
specific, indeed unique, life). But if this is the case then it is the case For everything For 
the concrete reality is our own existence and our own existence as unique and as our 
own. This, in turn, is what motivates our “selfishness” or, in other words, our own direct 
action to prosper our own interest (which may always include those of any we are 


voluntarily in association with). 


This is exampled if, For instance, we consider something like property (that which pirates, 


as one example, considered theirs to take if it was within their power to take it). 
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Critiquing Proudhon’s assertion in What is Property? (written only a few years before 


Stirner’s text) that “property is theft”, Stirner replies that: 


“Proudhon... believes he is saying the worst about property when he calls it theft (vo/). 
Completely leaving aside the embarrassing question of what well-founded objection one 
could make against theft, we only ask: Is the concept of ‘theft’ at all possible unless one lets 
the concept of ‘property’ count? How can one steal if property doesn't yet exist? What 
belongs to no one cannot be stolen; you don't steal the water that you draw from the sea. 
Consequently, property is not theft, but a theft becomes possible only through property... 
Private property lives only by the grace of the law. Only in law does it have its guarantee- 
indeed, possession is not yet property, it is only ‘mine’ by consent of the law; it isn't a fact, 
un fait as Proudhon says, but a fiction, a thought. This is legal property, legitimate property, 


guaranteed property. It is mine not by me but by law.” 


This is, in Fact, a genius insight. There can be no “theft” unless one First grants that there 
can ever be any kind of “property” — even if this is the legal Fiction of such a thing; one 
must have the latter before the former makes sense. Property, however, is a matter of 
power in the end for it is the assertion that, as Stirner says, | have “unlimited control over 
something” — and that to the exclusion of all others. That being so, all abstractions and 
moralities and idealisms about property are just so much empty articulation for property 
is just that which | can make my own and put under my control. As Stirner then says, 
“What | have in my power, that is my own.” This will seem like madness to the liberal or 
the Christian but then why are we required to be either of these things? The pirate was 
not either of these things. The egoist is not either of these things either. The anarchist 


should certainly not be either of these things. And so none of these things should have 
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the morality of the Christian or the liberal either. Our egoistic ethic as a consequence is 


then clear: 


“To whoever knows how to take and hold the thing, it belongs, until someone takes it away 


from him, as freedom belongs to the one who takes it.” 


There is no waiting or hoping to be given here, no subservient dependency. One acts, 
directly, one takes, one acquires one’s needs and wants. “Only power decides about 


property.” As every pirate who ever sailed the seven seas knows very well. 


But it is about more than even this “selfish” attitude carried out in the service of 
“ownhood”. For there is the issue of human relations to consider. We have already 
covered in the pages directly above how Stirner imagines the State is coercive — and 
necessarily so in pursuance of its own interests. But this extends — of course — to poking 


its nose into every relationship: 


“The state cannot tolerate that human being stand in direct relationship to human being; it 


has to come between as mediator, has to intervene.” 


The state, that is, cannot tolerate the voluntary relationships of unique people who own 
themselves. It must interfere, poke its nose in, protect itself from what these suspicious 
and nefarious people might do. The state is, thus, a policeman — and it loves policing and 
police. Freedom, autonomy, genuine liberty, these are the last things it loves. The state 
hates “association” in Stirner’s sense of the term. The state, in Fact, not only wants to 


control human relations, it wants to control every unique one too: 
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“The state allows me to utilize all my thoughts and to bring them to everyone (indeed, | 
already utilize them, for example, through this, that they bring honour to me from the 
listeners, and the like); but only so long as my thoughts are its thoughts. On the other hand, 
if | harbour thoughts of which it doesn't approve, i.e., which it can't make its own, then it 
doesn't allow me to utilize them at all, to bring then into exchange, into intercourse. My 
thoughts are free only when they are granted to me by the state's grace, i.e., if they are the 
state's thoughts. It allows me to philosophize freely only insofar as | prove myself as a ‘state 
philosopher’; though! am not allowed to philosophize against the state, it also looks upon it 
gladly when | help it out of its ‘deficiencies;' ‘advancing’ it. Therefore, since I'm only allowed 
to act as | myself as the state graciously permits, with its certificate of legitimacy and police 
pass, so too it is not allowed to me to utilize what is mine, unless this is shown to be its, 
which | hold as a fief from it. My ways must be its ways or it will seize me; my thoughts, its 


thoughts, or else it stops my mouth.” 


This, to be clear, is not what some states do — as if there were good and bad states. It is 
what any state must do in order to be a state. Since we are now in a world made up of 
states, a world in which nowhere is not claimed by and For a state, we all have the same 
problem: the entity of the state wants to control us. How do we respond? Stirner’s 


egoistic response is clear: 


“But, in opposition to the state, | feel more and more clearly that a great power is still left 


to me, power over myself, i.e., over everything that is suitable only to me and that only is, in 


being my own. 
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What do | do if my ways are no longer its ways, my thoughts no longer its thoughts? | look 
to myself, and ask nothing of it! In my thoughts, which I get sanctioned by no assent, no 
permission, no grace, | have my actual property, a property with which | can carry on trade. 
Because as mine they are my creations, and 1am ina position to give them away in return 
for other thoughts: | give them up and in exchange for them take others, which are then my 


newly bought property. 


What then is my property? Nothing but what is in my power! To what property am | 
entitled? To any to which | empower myself | give myself property rights by taking property 


to myself, or giving myself the property owner's power, full power, empowerment. 


That over which | have power that others cannot snatch from me remains my property; well 
then, let power decide upon property, and | will expect everything from my power! Alien 
power, power that | leave to another, makes me a bondsman; so may my own power make 
me an owner. May | then pull back the power that | have conceded to others out of 
ignorance about the strength of my own power! May | say to myself, where my power 
reaches, that is my property, and may! lay claim to everything as property that | feel myself 
strong enough to attain, and may | get my actual property to extend as far as | authorize, 


i.e., empower, myself to take. 


Here egoism, selfishness must decide; not the principle of love, not love motives like 
compassion, charity, kindness, or even justice and fairness (because iustitia too is a 
phenomenon of love, a love product): love recognizes only sacrifices and calls for ‘self- 


sacrifice.’ 
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Egoism has no intention of sacrificing anything, of giving up anything; it simply decides: 


what I need / must have and will get for myself.” 


To this we might add “the rabble only stops being rabble when it seizes” — seizes like a 
pirate, in fact; when it refuses states and nations and moralities and expectations and 
creates a new right, and a new basis of human relationship in association, From its own 
will and desire; when it creates a new responsibility, a self-responsibility; when it throws 
off the old yoke of control and puts on the yoke of self actualisation; when it ceases 
being a dependent of “civilisation” and instead becomes an outlaw from it. But why? 


Because: 


“If people reach the point where they lose respect for property, then everyone will have 
property, as all slaves become free people as soon as they no longer respect the master as 
master. Associations will then, in this matter as well, multiply the individual's means and 


secure his contested property.” 


The poor, states Stirner, “only become free and property owners when they rebel, rise 
up.” Your fortune, as pirates knew literally, is in your own hands. (Which, of course, 
doesn’t necessarily mean as a result of individual selfishness for, as with pirate crews, 
willing associations are easily enough made.) And it is an advantage for you For it to be 
so. So one should treat the other not as the state decides or as capitalist economics 
decides or as Christian morality decides but as... “useful entities”, useful, that is, to each 
other, to our ownness. In case this seems like treating each other with a lack of proper 
respect ask yourself how respectful it is to regard people as arbitrary subjects under 


state control, as those who must be subservient and obey, or as those who require 
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money in order to obtain property on pain of having nothing and starving to death if 
they have none. That’s not very “respectful”, is it? Stirner in his text talks of egoists as 
behaving egoistically “when you respect each other neither as holders nor as paupers or 
workers, but as a part of your capability, as ‘useful entities’.” This is to say, quite openly 
and honestly and without shame, that we make use of others as they are useful to us — 
and they do the same in return. This puts the emphasis on what is of use to use and what 
we can make use of and Stirner sees this as educational and self-actualising in that it is 
an opportunity to expand both and so increase our capabilities and our abilities to make 
use of others. This is a matter of increasing our independence and not relying on the 
deceptive and malicious convenience and dependency of the state. A Stirnerite moral 
epithet here is “IF | don’t concern myself with my affair, then | have to be content with 


what it pleases others to grant me.” Indeed. Stirner and Diogenes are here as one in 


praise of self-sufficiency (autarkeia). 


But, to quote Tina Turner, “What's love got to do with it?” Here, it is worth quoting 


Stirner at more length: 


“Am | perhaps to have no lively interest in the person of another, should his joys and his 
well-being not lie at my heart, should the enjoyment that | prepare for him not be more to 
me than other enjoyments of my own? On the contrary, | can sacrifice numberless 
enjoyments to him with joy, | can deny myself countless things to heighten his pleasure, and 
| can risk for him what would be dearest to me without him, my life, my welfare, my 
freedom. Indeed, it forms my pleasure and happiness to feast on his pleasure and happiness. 
But me, myself, | do not sacrifice to him, but rather remain an egoist and enjoy him. If | 


sacrifice to him everything | would keep without my love for him, that is very easy, and even 
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more commonplace in life than it seems to be; but it proves nothing more than that this one 
passion in me is more powerful than all the rest. Christianity also teaches to sacrifice all 
other passions to this one. But if | sacrifice others to one passion, | still do not, for this 
reason, sacrifice myself, and sacrifice nothing through which | truly am myself; | do not 
sacrifice my particular worth, my ownness. Where this nasty incident occurs, love looks no 
better than any other passion that | blindly obey. The ambitious person, who is swept away 
by ambition and remains deaf to every warning that a quiet moment engenders in him, has 
let this passion grow into a tyrant against which he gives up all power of breaking off: he 
has given up himself, because he cannot break off, and therefore cannot release himself 


from the passion: he is possessed. 


| also love human beings, not just a few individuals, but every one. But | love them with the 
awareness of egoism; | love them because love makes me happy, | love because love is 
natural to me, it pleases me. | know no ‘commandment of love.’ | have fellow feeling with 
every feeling being, and their torment torments me, their refreshment refreshes me too; | 
can kill, not torture, them. In contrast, the high-minded, virtuous philistine prince Rudolph in 
The Mysteries of Paris plots the torture of the wicked, because they ‘enrage’ him. That 
fellow-feeling only proves that the feeling of those who feel is also mine, my property; in 
contrast to which the relentless practices of the ‘righteous’ person (for example, against the 
notary Ferrand) resembles the lack of feeling of that robber who cut off or stretched his 
prisoners' legs to the measure of his bedstead: Rudolph's bedstead, to whose measure he 
cut human beings, is the concept of the ‘good.’ The feeling for right, virtue, etc., makes one 
hard-hearted and intolerant. Rudolph doesn't feel as the notary feels, but contrarily feels 


that ‘it serves the rascal right’; this is not fellow-feeling. 
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You love the human being, therefore you torture the individual human being, the egoist; 


your love of humanity is the tormenting of human beings. 


If | see the beloved suffering, | suffer with him, and | find no rest until I've tried everything 
to comfort and cheer him; if | see him joyful, | too become joyful over his joy. lt doesn't 
follow from this that the same thing causes suffering or joy in me, as that which brings 
about these effects in him, as any bodily pain sufficiently proves, since | don't feel it as he 


does; his tooth gives him pain, but his pain gives me pain. 


But because | cannot bear the sorrowful crease on the beloved forehead, therefore, then for 
my sake, | kiss it away. If | didn't love this person, he could go right on creasing his forehead, 


that wouldn't trouble me; I'm only driving away my troubles. 


Now, how does anyone or anything that | do not love, have a right to be loved by me? Is my 
love first or is his right first? Parents, relatives, fatherland, people, home town, etc., and 
finally fellow human beings in general (‘brothers, brotherhood’) claim to have a right to my 
love and lay claim to it without further ado. They look upon it as their property, and upon 
me, if! don't respect it, as a robber who deprives them of what is due to them and is theirs. | 
am supposed to love. If love is a commandment and a law, then | must be educated for it, 
trained in it, and if | violate it, punished. People will therefore exercise the strongest ‘moral 
influence’ possible on me, to bring me to love. And there's no doubt that one can titillate 
and seduce human beings to love as to other passions, for example, to hatred as well. 
Hatred runs through whole generations simply because the ancestors of one belonged to 


the Guelphs, those of the other to the Ghibellines. 
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But love is not a commandment, but rather, like each of my feelings, my property. Acquire, 
i.e., purchase, my property, and then | will give it up to you. | don't need to love a church, a 
people, a fatherland, a family, etc., that don't know how to acquire my love, and I set the 


purchase price of my love thoroughly to my pleasure.” 


Love, in other words, is part of my property, my ownness, and, as such, is also something 
| give as it pleases me to do so or as it is useful to me so to do. (See the first half of this 
book!) As in so many other things, there can and should be no coercion of or for my love. 
It is something | give as a gift and not something to be Forced out of me. Such love is 
neither blind nor crazy nor “romantic” nor “mystical”. And, of course, it cannot be sacred 


either for then it might make of the beloved something sacred too. Instead: 


“My love is my own only when it consists altogether in a selfish and egoistic interest, and so 
the object of my love is actually my object or my property. | owe my property nothing and 
have no obligation to it, as little as | have an obligation to my eye; if | still tend it with the 
greatest care, | do so for my sake... For the egoist, nothing is so high that he would humble 
himself before it, nothing so independent that he would live for the love of it, nothing so 
sacred that he would sacrifice himself to it. The egoist's love wells up from selfishness, 
flows in a bed of selfishness, and empties back into selfishness... Only as one of my feelings 
do | cherish love, but as a power over me, as a divine power (Feuerbach), as a passion that | 
should not avoid, as a religious or moral duty, | despise it... In short, egoistic love, i.e., my 


love, is neither holy nor unholy, neither divine nor diabolical.” 


But then again: 
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“If earlier | said, | love the world, now! add as well: | don't love it, because | annihilate it, as 1 
annihilate myself; | break it up. | don't limit myself to one feeling for human beings, but give 
free play to all of which | am capable. How should | not dare to express it in all its stridency? 
Yes, | use the world and human beings! In this way | can keep myself open to every 
impression without being torn away from myself by one of them. | can love, love with all my 
heart, and let the most consuming glow of passion burn in my heart, without taking the 
beloved for anything other than nourishment for my passion, on which it always refreshes 
itself anew. All my care for him counts only for the object of my love, only for him whom my 
love needs, only for him whom | ‘ardently love.’ How indifferent he would be to me without 


this, my love. | only feed my love with him, | use him only for this: | enjoy him.” 


Therefore: 


“We have only one relationship to each other, that of usefulness, usability, advantage. We 
owe each other nothing, because what | seem to owe to you, | owe at most to myself. If | 
show you a cheerful expression in order to likewise cheer you up, then your cheerfulness 
matters to me, and my expression serves my wish; | do not show it to thousands of others, 


whom | have no intention of cheering up.” 


All this leads us to the Following piece of Stirnerite exposition: 


“Let us rather break with every hypocrisy of community and recognize that, if we are equal 
as human beings, we are simply not equal because we are not human beings. We are equal 
only in thoughts, only when ‘we’ are thought, not as we actually and bodily are. |!am I, and 


you are I, but !am not this thought of |, but rather this | in which we are all equal is only my 
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thought. | am human, and you are human, but ‘human’ is only a thought, a generality; 
neither you nor | are speakable, we are unutterable, because only thoughts are speakable 


and exist in speaking. 


Let's therefore not strive for community, but for one-sidedness. Let's not seek the broadest 
commune, "human society;' but rather let's seek in others only means and organs that we 
use as our property! As we don't see our equals in trees, in animals, so the assumption that 
others are our equals arises from a hypocrisy. No one is my equal but | consider him, equally 
with all other beings, as my property. In opposition to this, one tells me that | should be a 
human being among ‘fellow human beings;' | should ‘respect’ the fellow human being in 
them. No one is for me a person to be respected, not even the fellow human being, but 
rather solely an object, like other beings, for which | have or don't have concern, an 


interesting or uninteresting object, a usable or unusable creature. 


And if | can use him, | surely come to an understanding and reach an agreement with him, to 
strengthen my power through the agreement and to accomplish more through combined 
force than individual force could achieve. In this mutuality | see nothing at all beyond a 
multiplication of my strength, and I'll keep at it only so long as it is my multiplied strength. 


But so it is an association. 


Neither a natural nor a spiritual tie holds the association together, and it is not a natural 
nor a spiritual alliance. Neither one blood, nor one faith (spirit), brings it about. In a natural 
alliance-like a family, a tribe, a nation, indeed, humanity-individuals only have the value of 
specimens of the same type of species; in a spiritual alliance-like a parish or a church-the 


individual only symbolizes a member of the same spirit; what you are as unique must in 
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both cases be suppressed. You can assert yourself as unique only in the association, because 


the association doesn't possess you, you possess it or make it of use to you... 


You bring all of your power, your ability, into the association, and assert yourself while in 
society you are employed with your labour power; in the former you live egoistically, in the 
latter humanly, i.e., religiously, as a ‘member of this Lord's body’; to the society, you owe 
what you have, and are obligated to it, are possessed by ‘social obligations’; you use the 
association, and give it up undutifully and unfaithfully when you don't see any more use for 
it. If the society is more than you, then to you it is above you; the association is only your 
tool or the sword with which you intensify and increase your natural force; the association 
is there for you and through you, while society, on the contrary, lays claim to you for itself 
and is still there without you; in short, society is sacred, the association your own; society 
consumes you, you consume the association.” 


nu 
! 


What does all of this mean? It means: “Actualise yourself!” - which is the slogan that 
Stirner claims stood over his time and which | echo should stand over ours. But there are 
shocking consequences of such a slogan and one such is that, after giving it, Stirner 
almost immediately claims that “The poor are to blame for the existence of the rich”. But 
why? Because, presumably, if they actualised themselves there would be no rich. 
Whether there are rich or not, the rich always being vanishingly Few, is always in the 
hands of the acquiescent (and vastly outnumbering) poor. Its just like the slaves and the 


masters: there are no slaves, and no masters, if the slaves refuse to be slaves and so give 


the masters no one who will be mastered. 
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Now Stirner was consciously writing in an age of revolutions. But it was not a revolution 
(a revolution being a thing which often, if not usually, Fails completely — and that 
whether it succeeds or whether it doesn’t) but INSURRECTION that he wanted. As he 


famously explains: 


“Revolution and insurrection should not be looked upon as synonymous. The former consists 
in a radical change of conditions, of the prevailing condition or status, the state or society, 
and is therefore a political or social act; the latter indeed has a transformation of conditions 
as its inevitable result, but doesn't start from it, but from the discontent of human beings 
with themselves; it is not an armed uprising, but a rising up of individuals, a getting up, 
without regard to the arrangements that spring from it. The revolution is aimed at new 
arrangements, while the insurrection leads us to no longer let ourselves be arranged, but 
rather to arrange ourselves, and sets no radiant hopes on ‘institutions.’ It is not a fight 
against the established, since, if it prospers, the established will collapse of itself; it is only a 
working of my way out of the established. If | leave the established, it is dead and falls into 
decay. Since now my aim is not the overthrow of the established order but my rising up 
above it, so my intention and action are not a political or social intention and action, but, 


since they are directed solely toward me and my ownness, an egoistic intention and action. 


The revolution commands one to make arrangements; the insurrection demands that one 


stand or raise himself up... The insurrectionist strives to become constitutionless.” 


Such comments become of political import when one, once again, recalls the 
commentary of Gabriel Kuhn on the pirates, particularly that commentary in which he 


berates them for not freeing the world from state control or, perhaps, ensuring that 
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their way of life lasted a lot longer than it did. Was that ever the point of pirates, piracy 
or their own insurrection? | don’t think it was and assert that it is a fundamental 
misunderstanding of them to imagine that it either was or should have been. Pirates 
were simply insurrectionists in Stirner’s sense: they wanted to be “constitutionless”; they 
had no interest in “making arrangements”. And this was a politics too, an egoistic, 
nihilistic politics of self-actualisation. It is even one Stirner suggests the Jesus | discussed 
in an earlier chapter shared. Here Jesus is not a revolutionary (bearing in mind his recent 
distinctions) but an insurrectionist. Jesus didn’t want to reform the state: he wanted 
people to reform (better: actualise) themselves. As a former PhD student on the subject 
of the historical Jesus, | concur with this assessment - and that Jesus was consciously not 
a political revolutionary like others of his time and place were is a truism of modern 
historical knowledge of Jesus. Jesus, then, did not want to fight the state or its 
authorities: he largely just ignored them because he was on his own chosen trajectory: 
he was self-actualised. (Sadly, Christianity and Christians largely did not follow his lead 


while, scandalously, using a title they had given him For their subsequent religion.) 


Insurrection here, in Stirner’s terms, brings us to anarchy For he describes it as “arranging 
ourselves” or “working our way out of being established”. Insurrection is getting others 
out of your hair or disentangling yourself From their, but not your, crap. It is about 
making things your property and making things enjoyable for you. As an insurrectionist, 
whether a pirate or not, it is your satisfaction which decides your relationship to human 


beings. Thus: 


“I no longer humble myself before any power and | realize that all powers are only my 


power, which I have to conquer at once when they threaten to become a power against or 
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over me; each of them must only be one of my means to assert myself, as a hunting dog is 
our power against game, but we kill it if it attacks us ourselves. So | reduce all powers that 
dominate me to serving me. The idols exist through me; | need only stop creating them 
anew, then they no longer are; ‘higher powers’ only exist because | raise them up and lower 


myself. 


So my relationship to the world is this: | no longer do anything for it ‘for God's sake;' | do 
nothing ‘for humanity's sake;' but what | do, | do ‘for my sake.’ Thus, the world alone 
satisfies me, whereas it is characteristic of the religious standpoint, in which | also include 
the moral and the humane, that everything from it remains a pious wish (pium desiderium ), 
a hereafter, something unattained. Thus, the universal salvation of humanity, the moral 
world of universal love, eternal peace, the cessation of egoism, etc. ‘Nothing in this world is 
perfect.’ With this miserable saying, the good separate from it and take refuge in their 
chamber with God, or in their proud ‘self-consciousness.’ But we remain in this ‘imperfect’ 


world, because even so we can use it for our self-enjoyment. 


My intercourse with the world consists in this, that | enjoy it, and so consume it for my self- 


enjoyment. Intercourse is the enjoyment of the world, and belongs to my self-enjoyment.” 


Enjoyment of life, we Find out in the subsequent section of The Unique and Its Property, 


“is using life up”. And what else did pirates, hard drinking, hard gambling, hard sailing, 


pirates do but that? This | call a politics: 
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“From now on the question is not how a person can gain life, but how he can squander, can 
enjoy it; or not how he is to produce the true | in himself, but how he is to dissolve himself, 


to live his life to the full.” 


Why? For: 


“A human being is ‘called’ to nothing, and has no ‘mission;' no ‘purpose;'no more than a 
plant or a beast has a ‘calling.’ The flower doesn't follow the calling to complete itself, but 
applies all its forces to enjoy and consume the world as best it can, i.e., it sucks in as much 
of the earth's juices, as much of the ether's air, as much of the sun's light, as it can get and 
accommodate. The bird doesn't live up to any calling, but it uses its forces as much as 
possible: it catches bugs and sings to its heart's delight. But the forces of the flower and the 
bird are small compared to those of a human being, and a human being who uses his forces 
will intervene in the world much more powerfully than a flower or a beast. He has no 
calling, but he has forces that manifest themselves where they are, because their being 
consists solely in their manifestation and can no more remain idle than life, which, if it 
‘stood still’ for even a second, would no longer be life. Now, one could call out to human 
beings: ‘use your force.’ But the meaning would be put into this imperative that it is the 
mission of the human being to use his force. It's not so. Rather, everyone actually uses his 
force without first looking at this as his calling; at every moment everyone uses as much 
force as he possesses. One is likely to say of a defeated person, he should have exerted his 
forces more; except one forgets that if, at the moment of succumbing, he had had the 
strength to exert his forces (e.g., bodily forces), he would not have failed to do it; even if it 
was only the discouragement of a minute, this was still a minute-long-lack of force. Forces 


may certainly be sharpened and multiplied, particularly by hostile resistance or friendly 
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assistance; but where their use is missing, there you can also be sure of their absence. One 
can strike fire from a stone, but without the striking none comes out; in the same way, the 


human being also requires ‘prods.” 


Life here is a matter of “using it up” and “applying its Forces”. It is not about obeying 
callings or dogmas or purposes. It is not about “being something” — as if there were 


something to be! Such things are more ghosts to be exorcised, imagines Stirner. Indeed: 


“No sheep, no dog, makes the effort to become a ‘proper sheep, a proper dog’; no beast's 
essence appears to it as a task, as a concept that it has to realize. It realizes itself by 
enjoying itself, dispersing itself, dying. It doesn't ask to be or become anything other than 


what it is.” 


But not the human. The human gets sold oh so many fictions, fictions it finds hard to 
resist within social systems constructed to enable, enforce and maintain them. All of 
this, of course, is based on the great Fiction “Reason”. Reason, says Stirner, “is a book full 


of laws which are all passed against egoism”: 


“History up to now has been the history of the intellectual or spiritual human being. After 
the period of sensuality, history in the strict sense begins, i.e., the period of intellectuality, 
spirituality, non-sensuality, supernaturalism, nonsense. The human being now begins to 
want to be and become something. What? Good, beautiful, true; more precisely, moral, 
pious, agreeable, etc. He wants to make a ‘proper human being;' ‘something proper;' of 
himself. The human is his goal, his should, his destiny, calling, task, his ideal: he is to himself 


a future, an other-worldly being. And what makes him a ‘proper guy? Being true, being 
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good, being moral, and the like. Now he looks askance at anyone who doesn't recognize the 
same ‘what;' seek the same morality, have the same faith; he chases away the ‘separatists, 


heretics, sects;' etc.” 


Western Morality, Humanity, Liberalism, Equality: all constructed confections arrived at 
in order to tell the human being what to be, how to behave, how to relate, what to live 
For, what values to have, etc. Just one thing stands in their way: the actualised human 


being, the individual human self: 


“Efforts to ‘mould’ all human beings into moral, rational, pious, human, etc. "essences;' i.e., 
training, have been in vogue from time immemorial. They are shipwrecked on the 


indomitable sense of self, on own nature, on egoism.” 


Shipwrecked. How apt! Shall we then decide our lives, squander our lives, For ourselves? 


Shall this be... a politics? 


“What a human being is, he makes out of things; ‘As you look at the world, so it looks 
back at you” says Stirner, sagely (in a thought not unlike Nietzsche’s reflection on 


abysses). But then he adds: 


“A person looks at things just right when he makes of them what he will (by things here 
objects in general are understood, like God, our fellow human beings, a sweetheart, a book, 
a beast, etc.). And therefore the things and the perception of them are not first, but | am, 


my will is. A person wills to bring thoughts out of things, wills to discover reason in the 
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world, wills to have sacredness in it; therefore, he shall find them. ‘Seek and ye shall find.’ 


What | want to seek, | determine.... 


| choose for myself what is my purpose, and in choosing | show myself capricious. This is 
linked to the realization that every judgment which | pass upon an object is the creation of 
my will, and in turn this realization leads me to not lose myself in the creation, the 
judgment, but to remain the creator, the one judging, who is always creating anew. All 
attributes of objects are my statements, my judgments, my creations. If they want to break 
loose from me and be something for themselves, or even try to impose on me, then | have 
nothing better to do than to take them back into their nothing, into me the creator. God, 
Christ, trinity, morality, the good, etc., are such creations, of which | have to not only allow 
myself to say that they are truths, but also that they are delusions. As | once willed and 
decreed their existence, so | also want to be free to will their non-existence; | must not let 
them outgrow me, | must not have the weakness to let them become something ‘absolute;' 
so that they would be made eternal and withdrawn from my power and decision. With this | 
fall for the stability principle, the original life-principle of religion, which concerns itself 
with creating ‘inviolable sanctuaries;' ‘eternal truths;' in short, something ‘sacred;' and 


taking away from you what is yours.” 


This seems to me to be fine discourse on constructionism, a belief many people don't like 
because they hate to imagine that the world, and how we understand it, is so much to do 
with us (that is, is egoistic) and is not so much to do with something over and against us 
(like God), which nevertheless of course exists and has effects, which is telling us how to 


think about it and relate to it. But Stirner is not afraid of such thought and towards the 
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end of his book mentions something which very much sounds, in modern parlance, like 


writer and magician Alan Moore’s concept of “Ideaspace”: 


“Nothing at all is justified by being. The imaginary thing is as much as the non-imaginary 
thing; the stone on the street is, and my image of it also is. The two are only in different 


spaces, the former in airy space, the latter in my head; because | am space like the street.” 


“What is real?” we often hear people asking and Stirner and Moore both agree that its 
not simply “that which is physically material” (which is a modern dogma in some places). 
Moore, in some places, intimates that words are simply magick, conjurings, things with 


which to bring Forth worlds. Here Stirner says: 


“There's not even one truth, not right, not freedom, not humanity, etc., which would endure 
before me and to which | would submit. They are words, nothing but words, as to the 
Christian all things are nothing but ‘vain things.’ In words and truths (every word is a truth, 
as Hegel asserts that one can tell no lies) there is no salvation for me, as little as there is for 
Christians in things and vanities. As the wealth of this world doesn't make me happy, so also 
its truths don't. It is now no longer Satan, but the spirit, that plays the temptation story; 
and it doesn't seduce with the things of this world, but with its thoughts, with the ‘glory of 


the idea.” 


Here Stirner tells a tale similar to one | have told before that “everything is a Fiction” and 


a lot of it, if not all of it as a matter of its purpose and function, is there to beguile you 


into believing it. But Stirner gives us a stern warning about this: 
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“If there is even just one truth to which the human being must devote his life and his 
powers, because he is a human being, then he is subjected to a rule, domination, law; he is a 


serf. The human being, humanity, freedom, etc., are supposed to be such truths.” 


So whilst all might be Fiction, even, of course, including this, it would be a mistake to live 
by it. Hierarchy, for example, Stirner claims will last for exactly as long as people “believe 
in, think about, or even criticise” it. As long as we have certain values and believe in 
certain principles then those things, for us, are active and valid things. The truth, says 
Stirner slightly Further on, attempting to answer Pilate’s question From John’s Gospel, “is 
the Lord”. IF you are seeking “the truth” then you are seeking the Lord and you want a 
saviour. (Richard Dawkins please take note you false atheist!) Why is this important? 


Because: 


“As long as you believe in the truth, you do not believe in yourself, and you are a servant, a 
religious person. You alone are the truth, or rather, you are more than the truth, which is 


nothing at all before you.” 


In short, and as a Stirnerite refrain, you are to make thoughts and conceptions, 
appearances of things, things that are your property, things enjoyable for, and palatable 
to, yourself. | think this means that things only mean anything in relation to concrete 
human beings with their ownness and their interests and so | understand why Stirner 
also says that “So you are their truth, or it is the nothing that you are for them and in 
which they dissolve, their truth is their nothingness.” All is there For consumption; all is 
there to be made of use: but none of it is arbitrating For us and especially not in terms of 


“the idea”. Thus, Stirner reflects: 
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“People have always reckoned that they must give me a purpose that lies outside myself, so 
that finally they demanded that | should call upon the human because | am a human. This is 
the Christian magic circle. Fichte's | is also the same essence outside me, because | is 
everyone, and, if only this | has rights, then it is ‘the I;'1 am not it. But | am not one | 
alongside other Is, but the sole I: !am unique. Therefore my needs are unique, my actions, in 
short, everything about me is unique. And it's only as this unique | that | take everything as 
mine to own, as | am active and develop myself only as this. | don't develop human beings, 


nor as ahuman being, but as I, | develop myself. This is the sense of the unique.” 


We are at the end of Stirner’s tale and | would end my retelling of it with Stirner’s own 
Finale. It is my suggestion that his egoism is Fairly well exampled in the life of the pirates 
and so stands as an example of a politics but ultimately whether that’s true or not will be 
up to you to decide. But it is as well to remember, in closing this chapter, what such a 


politics of pirates and egoists would be: 


“They say of God, ‘Names name you not.’ This is true of me: no concept expresses me, 
nothing that is said to be my essence exhausts me; they are only names. They also say of 
God that he is perfect and has no calling to strive for perfection. This too is true of me 


alone. 


| am owner of my power, and 1am so when | know myself as unique. In the unique the 
owner himself returns into his creative nothing, from which he is born. Every higher essence 
over me, be it God, be it the human being, weakens the feeling of my uniqueness, and only 


pales before the sun of this awareness. If | base my affair on myself, the unique, then it 
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stands on the transient, the mortal creator, who consumes himself, and | may say: | have 


based my affair on nothing.” 
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9. Imagining Anarchist Relations: Gerrard Winstanley, Voltairine de Cleyre and 


Pierre-Joseph Proudhon 


After a chapter imagining pirates (who, in many ways, are my preferred anarchistic 
model community) as anarchists and egoists, self-actualised people who formed 
associations in their own interests alone, | want to balance that up with a chapter 
Focusing on more widely social and applicable ideas. | personally have come to think of 
anarchism as a “social egoism” and | recognise that “anarchist isolationism” - which is 
what some anarchist individualisms can sound like to some — is a nonsense. Anarchism is 
always about autonomy AND associations (potentially for everyone), it is always about 
the individual in the context of a social world and a world of the social relations of 
individuals. This does not mean that various interpretations of what anarchy Functionally 
means and anarchism is Functionally about are not always in tension —| believe they are — 
but it does mean that any realistic anarchist must always reckon with egoistic and 
socialistic concerns. The three figures | have chosen to discuss in this chapter were all 
well aware of that and that is why, in this chapter, | want to examine their ideas in some 
detail as a means to discussing imagined anarchist societal relations and the matter of 
social associations which potentially affect anyone and everyone. (Anarchy, we must 
remember, is never just For, or about, “anarchists”. It encompasses everything.) 

| First discussed Gerrard Winstanley, the religious English radical and chief spokesman for 
the True Levellers or Diggers, as they were popularly called at the time, in an economic 
section of Black Flag. There | recalled that the True Levellers were one of several radical 
groups that existed in the mid seventeenth century at that time of great upheaval in 


English political and religious life, one that, at least in the rhetoric of Winstanley, 
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examined their religious Faith, saw that it had certain values, and then attempted to 
apply them to every day political life as well. So, as | said near the beginning of my 


section on Winstanley in Black Flag: 


“We see, for example, in his publication ‘The New Law of Righteousness’, published before 
he began his digging activity, in which direction his thoughts were going. Here he says that 
‘everyone that gets an authority into his hands tyrannizes over others’. Such people can 
become ‘like oppressing Lords over those that are under them.’ Winstanley, however, 
conceives of ‘a common treasury’ (a phrase commonly used in his written manifestos and 
treatises of the time) in which ‘a man shall have his meat and drink and clothes by his 


labour in freedom.’ Thus, Winstanley can say in ‘The New Law of Righteousness’ that: 


‘When a man hath meat and drink and clothes he hath enough, and all shall cheerfully put 
to their hands to make these things that are needful, one helping another; there shall be 
none Lord over others, but every one shall be a Lord of himself, subject to the law of 


righteousness, reason and equity, which shall dwell and rule in him, which is the Lord.’ 


Such an ideal has yet further consequences for Winstanley in that ‘truly the whole earth of 
trading is generally become the neat art of thieving and oppressing fellow creatures, and so 
lies burdens upon the Creation, but when the earth becomes a common treasury this burden 
will be taken off.’ Later on, Winstanley can consequently pose this question: ‘Was the earth 
made for to preserve a few covetous, proud men, to live at ease, and for them to bag and 
barn up the treasures of the earth from others, that they might beg or starve in a fruitful 
land, or was it made to preserve all her children?’ Consequently (and copiously annotated 


with biblical references and quotations throughout), this document looks forward to a time 
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in which the earth (but more particularly the England of Winstanley's own experience) is 
lifted up from ‘the bondage of self-interest’ and he imagines a community which ‘work[s] 
together’ and ‘eat[s] bread together’ based upon a conception of self-actualised people in 
which Reason (which Winstanley thought of as God and was his name for the same) was 
manifested within you. Winstanley, in fact, says in ‘The New Law of Righteousness’ that ‘the 
first shall be last and the last first’, a quotation of the Gospel of Matthew 20:16. If we don’t 
want to be overly anachronistic then we will not say that such ideas are anarchism but they 


are clearly anarchist adjacent - if definitively motivated by religious beliefs.” 


“The New Law of Righteousness” is largely a document packed full of religious 
mythology which explains how Winstanley makes sense of the biblical record in order to 
understand his, and his fellows, place in the world. He contrasts the world first 
apparently created by the Christian god in Genesis with his experience of his own 
circumstances and then uses the biblical record mythologically in order to arrive at his 
own interpretation of both the theological meaning of his reading but then also its 
political application. This, for example, contrasts Adam, the biblical First man, who in 
Winstanley’s exegesis represents Fallen flesh, with Christ, the spiritual second and better 
Adam. The original Adam seeks to advance himself and so is representative of “riches 
and government... that he may lift up himself and suppress universal liberty”. Here “self- 
love” (i.e. a singular attention to one’s own interests to the detriment of those of anyone 
else) is the issue in which one pays no heed to the needs or deficiencies of “their Fellow 
creatures... to share with them in the blessing of liberty”. Winstanley sees such 
selfishness as a crime of political consequence, not least when it takes “rule and 
dominion” to itself. This leads to “particular interest, buying and selling the earth From 


one particular hand to another, saying This is mine, upholding this particular propriety of 
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a law of government of his own making, and thereby restraining other Fellow creatures 
From seeking nourishment from their mother earth.” This presages what Winstanley and 
others in Fact wanted to do: settle land from where they could maintain subsistence 
existences. But the Parliamentary forces after the English Civil War would not allow 


them to. They defended the rights of acquisitive property owners instead. 


Winstanley’s religious principles taught him that living in poverty or under a yoke of 
political tyranny was wrong. He imagined that each was created by god to live in an 
equality of political Freedom. His heavenly utopia, which his and others’ digging activity 
was meant to instantiate, was the end of an inequality of power and the beginning of an 
era of “universal liberty” in which “there shall be no more complainings against 
oppression, poverty or injustice”. Reason, says Winstanley (this was his name for God as 
heavenly wisdom), “requires that every man should live upon the increase of the earth 
comfortably”. It is “covetousness” which fights against this desired religious reality in the 
guise of “the rich” who “lock up the treasures of the earth” and “harden their hearts 
against the poor”. God, thinks Winstanley, “did not make some men to be tyrants and 
others to be slaves at the beginning”. He consequently conceives of an original and 


desirable “equal freedom” that is destroyed by “covetousness, pride and self-love”. 


Winstanley imagines things will change as the titular “new law of righteousness” is 
inscribed in people’s hearts through faith in Jesus (he was a pacifist and so cannot 
recommend violence) and when this comes to pass divisions of rich and poor, of tyrant 
and slave, shall be no more. Then “there shall be no need of Lawyers, prisons, or engines 
of punishment one over another, for all shall walk and act righteously in the creation”. At 


such time, “then none shall lay claim to any creature and say ‘This is mine and that is 
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yours, This is my work, that is yours’; but everyone shall put to their hands to till the 
earth and bring up cattle and the blessing of the earth shall be common to all”. At such 
time there will be a common storehouse, “there shall be no buying or selling, no Fairs or 


markets, but the whole earth shall be a common treasury for every man”. 


This, then, is the kind of man we are talking about as one who, with others to be sure, 
settled common land on George’s Hill in Surrey on April 1%, 1649. Their intention was 
merely to work the land to maintain their own subsistence, believing that everybody had 
a god-given right to such a thing in an age when religion was often still a public duty and 
requirement. (This is not the least of the reasons why Winstanley’s argumentation is so 
thoroughly religious. He was simply a man of his time regardless of how beside the point 
such arguments may seem to those of us who are more non-religious today.) They were 
to discover that, whatever God's thoughts on the matter were, the political powers in 
England at that time were not about to allow it. Winstanley had other bees in his bonnet 
as well, however. One was the legacy of the Norman Conquest of 1066 in which William 
of Normandy had seized the English throne and parcelled out his newly gained lands to 
his French associates. England had largely been under the control of the descendants of 
these people, and their laws, ever since and Winstanley referred to this as “the Norman 
Yoke” and he wished to get rid of it. But, as we have also already seen, he also wished to 
return society to an ideal state he imagined pertained before the mythical fall of Adam 
in Genesis which he called “the pure law of righteousness”. He is not alone in this in 
Christian history as several others also imagined perfected states in which human beings 
(and all of creation, in fact) live together in harmony as in some imagined original 
dispensation. For Winstanley, although this was spiritually inspired, he imagined it 


politically achievable — at least to the extent that he tried to put it into practice. This, in 
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Fact, was its danger From authority's point of view: Winstanley called on the poor to act. 


And that was dangerous, especially if it caught on. 


Perhaps here we need a little background at this point and | shall utilise the scholarship 
of noted English historian Christopher Hill to provide it From his excellent book on the 
period here under consideration titled The World Turned Upside Down. Here Hill points 
out, First of all, that the middle decades of the seventeenth century, in which Winstanley 
lived, were the most tumultuous in English history up until that point. Not only was 
there the obvious dissension between king and parliament (which was simply a battle For 
supremacy between competing material interests) but there was also the English class 
system to consider which can be equated Fairly neatly with the notion of haves and have 
nots. Members of the House of Commons at this time were not at all commoners, they 
were simply not Lords (who occupied the House of Lords). They were, however, wealthy 
to a man (they were, of course, all men) and so, naturally, protected the interests of 
wealth (which, not least, was held in land and having control over it). There were 
common people in England at this time, however, lots of them, in Fact, and much of the 
turmoil came from these people not wanting to be squeezed out completely as those 
with wealth fought amongst themselves to have and retain control of it. Hill argues in his 
book that “From, say, 1645 to 1653 there was an overturning, questioning, revaluing, of 
everything in England. Old institutions, old beliefs, old values came in question.” When 


Winstanley becomes active with others on George’s Hill: 


“Our period begins when Parliament seemed to have triumphed over the King, and the 
gentry and merchants who had supported the Parliamentary cause in the civil war expected 


to reconstruct the institutions of society as they wished, to impose their values. If they had 
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not been impeded in this, England might have passed straight to something like the political 
settlement of 1688 - Parliamentary sovereignty, limited monarchy, imperialist foreign 
policy, a world safe for businessmen to make profits in. But instead there was a period of 
glorious flux and intellectual excitement, when, as Gerrard Winstanley put it, ‘the old 
world ... is running up like parchment in the fire.’ Literally anything seemed possible; not 
only were the values of the old hierarchical society called in question but also the new 
values, the protestant ethic itself. Only gradually was control re-established during the 
Protectorate of Oliver Cromwell, leading to a restoration of the rule of the gentry, and then 


of King and bishops in 1660. 


There were, we may oversimplify, two revolutions in mid-seventeenth-century England. The 
one which succeeded established the sacred rights of property (abolition of feudal tenures, 
no arbitrary taxation), gave political power to the propertied (sovereignty of Parliament 
and common law, abolition of prerogative courts), and removed all impediments to the 
triumph of the ideology of the men of property - the protestant ethic. There was, however, 
another revolution which never happened, though from time to time it threatened. This 
might have established communal property, a far wider democracy in political and legal 


institutions, might have disestablished the state church and rejected the protestant ethic.” 


Here Winstanley and the Diggers were part of that Failed, but as they set out digging still 
seemingly possible, second revolution, a revolution that was both political and religious 
in a way its participants would not have been able to disentangle. We might today think 
of their actions as the political actions of people with little or nothing arguing over their 
rights to exist on common or waste ground. It was this. But they would have no less seen 


it as a statement of religious belief, intent and principle as well — as Winstanley makes 
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very clear all through his writing of the period. In both cases, however, what is being 
argued over is the state of appropriate political and social order, in religious terms what 
might be called the kingdom of god come to earth. We have already seen this in the 
language used by Winstanley in “A New Law of Righteousness”, in Fact. So there was this 
political and religious tension all through the English society of the time in regard to the 
proper relations between people and the question of what relations were both 
politically and religiously acceptable was very much a live one. In particular, for example, 
Hill refers to a “background of social insubordination” which suggests that people in 
general, but not least the better off, were at this time concerned that things were up for 


grabs in a way they would not have approved of. As Hill goes on to say: 


“Before civil war started Charles | had warned the supporters of Parliament of the danger 
that ‘at last the common people’ may 'set up for themselves, call parity and independence 


liberty, ... destroy all rights and properties, all distinctions of families and merit.” 


This is the king telling the propertied and wealthy of parliament not to Fight him lest 
those beneath them all in a political and economic hierarchy rise up and demand rights 


For themselves that took away from all of them. Indeed, Hill Further reports that: 


“Many observers feared that the common people, those below the rank of yeoman, would 
set up for themselves as a third party. This happened in 1645, when groups of countrymen 
(Clubmen) all over western and southern England took up arms to oppose royalists and 
parliamentarians alike. They could not be dispersed until they were faced by the New Model 


Army, with its regular pay and strict discipline.” 
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Here it is not unimportant that there was at this time a power that is not now so 
powerful as it once was: the Church. The seventeenth century was a hotbed of often 
millenarian Christian beliefs and it is not going too far to suggest that the political 
unease felt amongst the people was also a feeling of both religious expectation and 
confidence. The Church, at one time a body that could and did dictate Faith based on a 
bible that no one but a learned scholar of Latin could have read, had suffered many 
challenges in the centuries prior to our time period. In England, of course, protestantism 
had arrived. The bible was now available in an English translation with the King James 
version of 1611. Hill Further reports a popular undercurrent of doubting or openly 
questioning religious dogmas, what he calls “a tradition of plebeian anti-clericalism and 
irreligion”. Sacraments such as baptism were openly questioned by some, especially 
infant baptism since, in times where democracy and its meaning was an open question, it 
was thought only an adult could make this decision For themselves. This was a time when 
church attendance was expected and not being present in your parish church on a 
Sunday was a punishable offence. There was a notion that the Church of England was a 
national church but when some mixed democracy in with faith they arrived at the 
alternative idea that a church, if it existed at all, should be a self-selecting voluntary faith 
community. Such communities might then refuse to pay the ten percent of their 
earnings known as the tithe which went to support church ministers. In some cases 
religious beliefs led their holders to argue that private property was entirely illegitimate. 


Religious and democratic ideals thus came to interfere with political order. 


There were further realities of seventeenth century England we should consider 
pertinent to Winstanley’s case here too. One of these was the large bodies of 


“masterless men” that were apparent at the time. These were vagrants and wanderers 
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but, more importantly, subservient to no one (people without a master where master 
and servant had been the common social arrangement in Feudal times) and so anomalies 
in society, those who could potentially disturb the apple cart of regularised political 


relations. Here, to describe this situation at length, Hill explains: 


“First, there were rogues, vagabonds and beggars, roaming the countryside, sometimes in 
search of employment, too often mere unemployable rejects of a society in economic 
transformation, whose population was expanding rapidly. The necessity to economize led 
lords to cut down their households; the quest for profit led to eviction of some tenants from 
their holdings, the buying out of others. The fluctuations of the early capitalist cloth market 
brought wealth to a fortunate few, ruin to many. The inefficient and the unlucky went to 
the roads. They caused considerable panic in ruling circles during the sixteenth century, but 
they were never a serious menace to the social order. Vagabonds attended no church, 
belonged to no organized social group. For this reason it seemed almost self-evident to 
Calvinist theologians that they were ‘a cursed generation’. Not till 1644 did legislation insist 
that rogues, vagabonds and beggars should be compelled to attend church every Sunday. 
Such men were almost by definition ideologically unmotivated: they could steal and 
plunder, but were incapable of concerted revolt. Until the 1640s there seems to have been 
little concern in the propertied classes to help vagabonds. They presented a security 
problem, no more. There is plenty of evidence of popular sympathy for the down-and-outs 
of society. Ordinary people were reluctant to call upon the full penalties of the law against 
them, even when they stole. But it was not till the revolutionary decades that we get 
pamphleteers arguing that houses of correction, so far from curing begging, were more 
likely to make honest men vagabonds and beggars by destroying their reputation and self- 


respect. 
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Secondly there was London, whose population may have increased eight-fold between 1500 
and 1650. London was for the sixteenth century vagabond what the greenwood had been 
for the medieval outlaw - an anonymous refuge. There was more casual labour in London 
than anywhere else, there was more charity, and there were better prospects for earning a 
dishonest living. In the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries men suddenly became 
aware of the existence of a criminal underworld. Its apparent novelty perhaps caused it to 
be over-publicized: it was no doubt far less important than the world of dock labour, 
watermen, building labourers and journeymen of all sorts who had no hope of becoming 
masters. (Non-freeholders had been excluded from skilled crafts by the Statute of 
Apprentices of 1563.) What matters for our purposes is the existence of a large population, 
mostly living very near if not below the poverty line, little influenced by religious or political 
ideology but ready-made material for what began in the later seventeenth century to be 
called 'the mob’. Pym may or may not have called out such support; forty years later 
Shaftesbury almost certainly did. But 'the mob" is basically non-political: it could be used by 
Presbyterians against the Army in 1647, by royalists in 1660, by church and king men under 
Anne. It was, in the prescient words of the Geneva Bible margin, 'to be hired for every man's 
money to do any mischief". Its existence was always a potential threat, especially in times of 


economic crisis. 


A quite different sort of masterless men were the protestant sectaries. These had as it were 
chosen the condition of masterlessness by opting out of the state church, so closely 
modelled on the hierarchical structure of society, so tightly controlled by parson and squire. 
Sects were strongest in the towns, where they created hospitable communities for men, 
often immigrants, who aspired to keep themselves above the level of casual labour and 


pauperism: small craftsmen, apprentices, serious-minded laborious men, all could recognize 
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each other as the elect in a godless world. As soon as they were free to function legally, the 
sects organized social services, poor relief etc., for their members: they provided social 
insurance in this world as well as in the next. Such men were highly motivated, and they 
carried to its logical conclusion the principle of individualism which rejects all mediators 
between man and God. From the circumstances of their life in vast anonymous cities and 
towns they had escaped from feudal lordship. The bond of their unity was a common 
acceptance of the sovereignty of God, against whose wishes no earthly loyalty could be 


weighed. 


‘He which dwelleth in heaven is mightier,’ Archbishop Grindal had told that ‘mighty prince’ 
Queen Elizabeth. Sir Henry Slingsby in 1628 told the Earl of Huntingdon that ‘he cared not 
for any lord in England, except the Lord of Hosts’. Martin Marprelate succinctly spoke of 
those who were ‘obedient subjects to the Queen and disobedient traitors to God and the 
realm'- the last three words giving this remark extra bite, looking forward to the time when 
Charles | would be executed as a traitor to the commonwealth. In the revolutionary decades 
the argument and the confidence it gave descended the social scale. ‘God a Good Master’ 
was the title of a pamphlet published by John Goodwin in 1641. 'He that fears God is free 
from all other fear; he fears not men of high degree,' said William Dell in 1645. 'We have 
chosen the Lord God Almighty to be our king and protector,’ the Diggers told Fairfax in June 
1649. In 1653 a Fenstanton farmer was afraid his landlord would turn him out if he joined 
the Baptists. Henry Denne told him 'to trust God, and he would be a better landlord than Mr 
Bendwich’. ‘Be not afraid of man,' Margaret Fell urged her husband in the same year. 
‘Greater is he that is in you than he that is in the world.' 'He that is in you’: God has been 
democratized. He is no longer merely the greatest feudal overlord, a kind of super-king. He 


is in all his saints, but he is almighty and gives them of his power. 
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Fourth among our masterless men are the rural equivalents of the London poor - cottagers 
and squatters on commons, wastes and in forests. Like our first two categories, these were 
victims of the rapid expansion of England's population in the sixteenth century; sometimes 
the victims, sometimes the beneficiaries of the rise of new, or the growth of old, industries. 
Unlike the relatively stable and docile populations of open arable areas, these men, cliff- 
hanging in semi-legal insecurity, often had no lords to whom they owed dependence or from 
whom they could hope for protection. They might exist for long enough to establish a 
precarious customary claim to continuance. Labourers’ cottages erected within a mile of 
any mineral works, coal mines, quarries, etc., were not regarded as coming within the 
statute of 1589 which prohibited the erection of any cottage without four acres of land. 
Such men might form a useful source of additional labour. Clothiers, stocking-knitters, iron- 
masters, coal-owners, all might have uses for such casual labourers, and so the latter might 
win a relatively secure position so long as the market held. They were liable to suffer from 
large-scale schemes for agricultural betterment - disafforestation, fen drainage and the 
like. Meanwhile they existed, in the interstices of society, but undoubtedly growing in 


numbers by migration. 


Sylvan liberty is idealized in the ballads of Robin Hood, in Shakespeare's Forest of Arden and 
in the wise ‘wild men’ who appear in Elizabethan and Jacobean pageants. This may relate 
to contemporary migration to forests in search of security and independence. Freedom of 
tenure was traditionally enjoyed in forest clearances; from at least the fourteenth century 
there had been numbers of free craftsmen in woodland areas, as well as outlaws. In 
Massinger's ‘The Guardian’ (licensed 1633) the bandits - ostensibly Neapolitan, but explicitly 
related to 'the courteous English thieves' - were occupants of the woods, opposed to the 


king and his laws. They specialized in robbing those who ground the faces of the poor, 
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enclosers of commons, usurers foreclosing on land, ‘builders of iron mills that grub up 
forests with timber trees for shipping,’ cheating shop-keepers and vintners; but not rent- 
racked farmers, needy market folks, labourers, carriers or women. Firth noted the sympathy 
for ‘spirited crime’ in the popular ballads of the period; it continued at least till the 
eighteenth century. The Forest of Arden gave shelter to a shifting population of blacksmiths 
and nailers as well as to Shakespeare's artless countrymen; to Tinker Fox and his partisans 
as well as to Coventry Ranters. Richard Baxter refers to the ‘exceeding populousness of the 
country’ round Dudley (Worcestershire), 'where the woods and commons are planted with 
nailers, scythesmiths and other iron-labourers, like a continued village’. Among weavers, 
tailors and such-like, there is usually found more knowledge and religion than among the 
poor enslaved husbandmen. ‘Constant converse and traffic with London doth much promote 


civility and piety among tradesmen.’ 


Fifthly, shading off from our fourth category of masterless men, was the itinerant trading 
population, from pedlars and carters to badgers, merchant middlemen. The number of 
craftsmen in villages, in those days of restricted markets, was vastly greater than it is today: 
in bad times they would look for customers over a wider area. Professor Everitt has 
suggested that these wayfarers, linking heath and forest areas, may have helped to spread 
radical religious views - as earlier Familists had been weavers, basket-makers, musicians, 
bottlemakers, joiners, who lived by travelling from place to place. In 1556 a clothier 
collecting wool acted as liaison man in Dudley's conspiracy. An itinerant cobbler was the 
principal dispenser of the Marprelate Tracts. Propaganda for the abortive Oxfordshire rising 
of 1596 was made by a carter and a miller 'travelling the country’. Scottish Covenanters in 
the 1630s were alleged to have used travelling merchants 'to convey intelligence and gain a 


party in England’. The same charge was made against the Rye House plotters in 1683. 
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Certainly the Privy Council was worried about carriers in 1637-8. Ina sermon deploring ‘The 
Growth and Spreading of Haeresie’, preached before the House of Commons on 10 March 
1647, Thomas Hodges attributed to ‘every ... vagrant itinerant huckster such heresies as 
denial of the Trinity, of the authority of the Bible, of the historicity of Jesus. Country inns 
and taverns used by itinerants were noted as centres for news and discussion. In the civil 
war, Professor Everitt observes, troops were normally billeted in the inns of provincial 


towns.” 


Here, in all of this, the important thing was that: 


“A masterless man was nobody's servant: this could mean freedom for those who prized 
independence more than security. Richard Brome's ‘A Joviall Crew’ certainly idealizes the 
beggars’ life in seventeenth century England, which must have been anything but romantic. 
Nevertheless, the form his romanticization takes is interesting. The beggars are ‘The only 
freemen of a common-wealth; Free above scot-free; that observe no law, Obey no governor, 
use no religion, But what they draw from their own ancient custom, Or constitute 
themselves, yet are no rebels.’ Beneath the surface stability of rural England, then, the vast 
placid open fields which catch the eye, was the seething mobility of forest 
squatters/itinerant craftsmen and building labourers, unemployed men and women seeking 
work, strolling players, minstrels and jugglers, pedlars and quack doctors, gipsies, 
vagabonds, tramps: congregated especially in London and the big cities, but also with 
footholds wherever newly-squatted areas escaped from the machinery of the parish or in 
old-squatted areas where labour was in demand. It was from this underworld that armies 
and ships’ crews were recruited, that a proportion at least of the settlers of Ireland and the 


New World were found, men prepared to run desperate risks in the hope of obtaining the 
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secure freehold land (and with it, status) to which they could never aspire in overcrowded 


England.” 


All this forms necessary context for the writing and logic of Winstanley and can be 
summed up in the thought, which Hill notes of a seventeenth century contemporary of 
Winstanley’s in regards to dwellers on commons, that “so long as they may be permitted 
to live in such idleness upon their stock of cattle, they will bend themselves to no kind of 
labour.” In this case “Disafforestation and enclosure were needed to get rid of the 
‘multiplicity of beggars” and “Disafforestation and enclosure could thus be regarded as 
a national duty, a kindness in disguise to the idle poor, as well as of more immediate 


benefit to the rich encloser.” But of these practices Hill also notes: 


“the royal policy of disafforestation and enclosure, or of draining the Fens, as applied 
before 1640, involved disrupting a way of life, a brutal disregard for the rights of 
commoners; they and their children were often deprived of old-established playing areas - 
to the detriment, traditionalists complained, of proficiency in shooting with the long-bow. A 
consequence of the policy was to force men to sole dependence on wage labour, which 
many regarded as little better than slavery. (Think you that we can advise ourselves no 
better than to turn off our children to foolish [sweating] trades?) Employment would be 


increased, but the gap between classes would be widened.” 


Capitalism was in the process of being created in the seventeenth century with its 
customary reliance on both waged labour and private property. It was, thus, essential 
that there was neither place nor means to Foster alternative lifestyles that could safely 


ignore capitalist imperatives or those who prospered by them. It was legally 
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questionable who could inhabit commons and under what circumstances. Some argued 
For lordly rights while others, including the Diggers, claimed commoners rights which no 


“kingly prerogative” (as they saw it) could annul. Thus, as Hill Further reports: 


“Naturally enough, there was great popular hostility to schemes for disafforestation and 
enclosure before 1640; and when these schemes collapsed in the forties commoners 
everywhere resumed their rights. In 1631 the Forest of Dean had been a refuge for rioters 
against this royal policy in the mid-western counties. In July 1640, bored conscript soldiers 
occupied themselves in pulling down fences in Needwood Forest in Staffordshire. During the 
civil war, forest laws broke down and there was much stealing of game and timber. The 
economic necessity for improving wastes and forests, thus both increasing the food supply 
and releasing labour, still seemed obvious to agricultural writers of the forties and fifties. 
‘The principal end’ of enclosure of forests, the Council of State was told in 1654, ‘is 
advantage to husbandry and tillage, to which all commons are destructive.’ Pamphleteers 
now realized however that gestures had to be made in the direction of safeguarding the 
interests of commoners, since though ‘the better part’ favoured enclosure, ‘the greater part’ 


did not.” 


Thus it was the case that there was considerable turmoil throughout England on 
political, economic and religious grounds at this time (and in, for them, inseparable 
ways). Different people, depending on their circumstances, had different ideas about 
the political and economic relations that should exist between people, whether havers 
of power and wealth or not. Feudalism was going away and capitalism was approaching. 
It was a time of transition. In the middle of this volatile situation was Gerrard Winstanley 


with his religious belief, and his political application of those beliefs, which became 
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manifest on April 1%, 1649 when he and his fellow True Levellers began cultivating 
common land on George’s Hill with the intention to work said land to support their own 
existence. Justifying this behaviour in a pamphlet titled “The True Levellers’ Standard 
Advanced: Or, The State of Community opened, and Presented to the Sons of Men” 


produced just three weeks into their activity, he began by issuing: 


“A declaration to the powers of England and to all the powers of the world, shewing the 
cause why the common people of England have begun and gives consent to dig up, manure 
and sow corn upon George Hill in Surrey; by those that have subscribed, and thousands 


more that gives consent.” 


The opening of Winstanley’s argument should here then seem very familiar to us from 


“The New Law of Righteousness” produced only a Few short months before: 


“In the beginning of time, the great creator Reason made the earth to be a common 
treasury, to preserve beasts, birds, fishes and man, the lord that was to govern this creation; 
for man had domination given to him, over the beasts, birds and fishes; but not one word 


was spoken in the beginning, that one branch of mankind should rule over another. 


And the reason is this, every single man, male and female, is a perfect creature of himself; 
and the same spirit that made the globe dwells in man to govern the globe; so that the flesh 
of man being subject to reason, his maker, hath him to be his teacher and ruler within 
himself, therefore needs not run abroad after any teacher and ruler without him; for he 
needs not that any man should teach him, for the same anointing that ruled in the Son of 


Man teacheth him all things. 
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But since human flesh (that king of beasts) began to delight himself in the objects of the 
creation, more than in the spirit reason and righteousness, who manifests himself to be the 
indweller in the five senses of hearing, seeing, tasting, smelling, feeling; then he fell into 
blindness of mind and weakness of heart, and runs abroad for a teacher and ruler. And so 
selfish imagination, taking possession of the five senses and ruling as king in the room of 
reason therein, and working with covetousness, did set up one man to teach and rule over 
another; and thereby the spirit was killed and man was brought into bondage, and became 


a greater slave to such of his own kind, than the beasts of the field were to him. 


And hereupon the earth (which was made to be a common treasury of relief for all, both 
beasts and men) was hedged into enclosures by the teachers and rulers, and the others 
were made servants and slaves: and that earth, that is within this creation made a common 
storehouse for all, is bought and sold and kept in the hands of a few, whereby the great 
creator is mightily dishonoured, as if he were a respecter of persons, delighting in the 
comfortable livelihood of some, and rejoicing in the miserable poverty and straits of others. 


From the beginning it was not so. 


But this coming in of bondage is called A-dam, because this ruling and teaching power 
without doth dam up the spirit of peace and liberty, first within the heart, by filling it with 
slavish fears of others; secondly without, by giving the bodies of one to be imprisoned, 


punished and oppressed by the outward power of another.” 


We can clearly see here, even in this brief opening section of but one document written 


by Winstanley, what his motivating Factors are: 
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1. Some rule over others. 

2. People are “perfect in themselves” and can be equally inhabited by the spirit of God 
(which is Reason) and so don’t need external teachers. (This is, of course, religiously 
argued but it is essentially a prescription of agency and personal autonomy much as we 
saw earlier in Crispin Sartwell’s analysis of American proto-anarchism in the nineteenth 
century in figures such as Lucretia Mott and Josiah Warren.) 

3. People give up their independence of mind and begin listening to others which, paired 
with a desire to covet things, creates a situation of inequality in which one rules over 
another. 

4. The earth should be a common treasury or a common storehouse but, instead, it has 
been divided up into private possessions. 

5. Private buying and selling takes place which keeps wealth in a few hands. 


6. Peace and liberty are disturbed by these various Forms of “bondage”. 


Therefore, Winstanley asks: 


“And wherefore are men so mad to destroy one another? but only to uphold civil property of 


honour, dominion and riches one over another, which is the curse the creation groans under, 


waiting for deliverance.” 


Winstanley himself argues for ethics of relation more like those we saw in chapter six of 


this book when we studied the teachings attributed to Jesus of Nazareth: 


“for he that will rule over, imprison, oppress and kill his fellow creatures, under what 


pretence so ever, is a destroyer of the creation, and an actor of the curse, and walks 


1224 


contrary to the rule of righteousness: Do as you would have others do to you; and love your 


enemies, not in words but in actions.” 


Besides a religious argument, Winstanley can slip in a political argument here too for the 
Diggers were English citizens and had, for example, taken sides in the recently ended 
Civil War. They had, said Winstanley, paid taxes or shed blood in contribution to the 
liberty of England. But where was their part of the bargain? Where was the equity that 
they deserved? Since they had seen no return for playing their part they had, for 
religious reasons to be sure, taken to George’s Hill in an effort, by their direct action, to 
take care of themselves. They had, they asserted, done this peaceably and not as an act 
of violence against anyone else. As Winstanley puts this in language more familiar to 


bible readers than non-bible readers: 


“And we shall not do this by force of arms, we abhor it, for that is the work of the 
Midianites, to kill one another; but by obeying the Lord of Hosts, who hath revealed himself 
in us and to us, by labouring the earth in righteousness together, to eat our bread with the 
sweat of our brows, neither giving hire nor taking hire but working together and eating 
together as one man or as one house of Israel restored from bondage. And so by the power 
of reason, the law of righteousness in us, we endeavour to lift up the creation from that 


bondage of civil property which it groans under.” 


There are principles at work here again such as that one eat and work together with 
one’s fellows in common and disdain the use of waged labour — either as someone who 
hires others or as someone who is hired. In addition, this community wishes to sidestep 


the trap of “civil property” (i.e. private property). This includes, later on in the text, “Not 
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enclosing any part (of the creation) into any particular hand” and is, in Winstanley’s logic, 
all of a piece with the idea of “no respect of persons”, the presence of which creates 


rank and hierarchy between one another. As a consequence: 


“so long as we or any other doth own the earth to be the peculiar interest of lords and 
landlords, and not common to others as well as them, we own the curse, and holds the 
creation under bondage; and so long as we or any other doth own landlords and tenants, 
for one to call the land his or another to hire it of him, or for one to give hire and for 


another to work for hire; this is to dishonour the work of creation,” 


Private (instead of common) property is wrong. Social, and no less political, hierarchy is 
wrong. Hiring or being hired is wrong. All are oppressive and Winstanley holds that 
landlords got their land “either by oppression or murder or theft”. They “have thus 


stolen the earth From their Fellow creatures”. Winstanley therefore concludes: 


“Take notice that England is not a free people till the poor that have no land have a free 
allowance to dig and labour the commons, and so live as comfortably as the landlords that 
live in their enclosures. For the people have not laid out their monies and shed their blood 
that their landlords, the Norman power, should still have its liberty and freedom to rule in 
tyranny in his lords, landlords, judges, justices, bailiffs and state servants; but that the 
oppressed might be set free, prison doors opened, and the poor people's hearts comforted 
by an universal consent of making the earth a common treasury, that they may live 
together as one house of Israel, united in brotherly love into one spirit; and having a 


comfortable livelihood in the community of one earth, their mother.” 
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What Winstanley and his fellow Diggers wish to propagate here via their digging is “the 
spirit of universal community and Freedom”. It is to be noted that they did not want to 
take everything from everybody else and redistribute it, at least not in this rhetoric, but 
simply to be allowed to exist in their own space on common land. Theirs was not an 
aggressive, as in an openly conflictual, move. It was a self-preservational move, one 
Winstanley himself imagined to have received a remit for in a religious trance, being 
ordered to then spread the message abroad in addition. It was, however, not simple 
disconnected religious fantasy either: it had concrete political application. For example, 
Winstanley says later in this text, “pleading for property and single interest divides the 
people of a land and the whole world into parties, and is the cause of all wars and 
bloodshed and contention everywhere” and this surely cannot be argued otherwise. His 
views on labouring for hire (that by it the rich utilise the poor to make themselves richer 
and so strengthen the stranglehold the former have over the latter) is still to this day a 
solid political critique of capitalism. Winstanley wants that people be allowed to work 
for their own subsistence without being subject to oppressive relations of either 
hierarchy, property or wage. This being the case, he imagines a more equitable human 
Fellowship, one devoid of the “particular interests” that he thought plagued his 
particular landscape. In his mind, buying and selling is cheating, and chasing after money 


has human costs. As a basic request he thus asks: 


“break in pieces quickly the bond of particular property, disown this oppressing murder, 


oppression and thievery of buying and selling of land, owning of landlords and paying of 


rents, and give thy free consent to make the earth a common treasury’ 
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In “A Declaration from the Poor Oppressed People of England” which was directed at 
local Lords of Manors (basically local landowners with a local authority as a result) 
Winstanley gives all this, in his political context, as a connected thought. Addressing such 


local dignitaries he says: 


“the earth was not made purposely for you to be lords of it, and we to be your slaves, 
servants and beggars; but it was made to be a common livelihood to all, without respect of 
persons: and that your buying and selling of land and the fruits of it, one to another, is the 
cursed thing, and was brought in by war; which hath and still does establish murder and 
theft in the hands of some branches of mankind over others, which is the greatest outward 
burden and unrighteous power that the creation groans under. For the power of enclosing 
land and owning property was brought into the creation by your ancestors by the sword; 
which first did murder their fellow-creatures, men, and after plunder or steal away their 
land, and left this land successively to you, their children. And therefore, though you did not 


kill or thieve, yet you hold that cursed thing in your hand by the power of the sword,” 


Here, however, he continues — after mentions of “particular property” and “a common 


storehouse” — that: 


“we must neither buy nor sell; money must not any longer (after our work of the earth's 
community is advanced) be the great god that hedges in some, and hedges out others. For 
money is but part of the earth: and surely, the righteous creator, who is King, did never 
ordain that unless some of mankind do bring that mineral (silver and gold) in their hands to 
others of their own kind, that they should neither be fed, nor be clothed. No surely, for this 


was the project of tyrant-flesh (which landlords are branches of) to set his image upon 
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money. And they make this unrighteous law, that none should buy or sell, eat or be clothed 
or have any comfortable livelihood among men, unless they did bring his image stamped 


upon gold or silver in their hands.” 


It would seem that Winstanley then also conceived of an economy without money (but 
then if people should neither buy nor sell then what would they need it for anyway?). We 


can see in this text, in Fact, how several of his individual beliefs knit together: 


“buying and selling is the great cheat that robs and steals the earth one from another. It is 
that which makes some lords, others beggars, some rulers, others to be ruled; and makes 
great murderers and thieves to be imprisoners and hangers of little ones, or of sincere- 


hearted men. 


And while we are made to labour the earth together, with one consent and willing mind; 
and while we are made free that every one, friend and foe, shall enjoy the benefit of their 
creation, that is, to have food and raiment from the earth, their mother; and every one 
subject to give account of his thoughts, words and actions to none, but to the one only 
righteous judge and Prince of Peace; the spirit of righteousness that dwells, and that is now 
rising up to rule in, every creature and in the whole globe. We say, while we are made to 
hinder no man of his privileges given him in his creation, equal to one as to another; what 
law then can you make to take hold upon us, but laws of oppression and tyranny, that shall 
enslave or spill the blood of the innocent? And so yourselves, your judges, lawyers and 


justices, shall be found to be the greatest transgressors in and over mankind.” 
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Here that one should have to give account of themselves to no one but the deity is all of 
a piece with being left alone to work one’s material survival. Each, in Winstanley’s 
understanding, gets his dispensation straight From heaven and so each, equally, should 
have ability to prosper themselves by their own hands without material intervention or 
interference. To engage in such is nothing but “oppression and tyranny” and such 
“entanglement of lords and landlords” (not to mention law) is what is to be escaped 
From. Winstanley recognises, however, that “freedom is the man that will turn the world 
upside down, therefore no wonder he hath enemies.” This “freedom” Winstanley 
imagines not something outwardly coerced by anybody but an internal working of the 
heart when one acts in love. It is thus (if religiously labelled) the anarchist notion that 
everything is voluntary in that it must come from us rather than be forced and controlled 
From without. The system of relations Winstanley imagines in his kingdom of god come 
down to earth is a voluntary and not a coerced one. Here we may note that “Every one 
talks of Freedom, but there are but few that act for freedom, and the actors for freedom 
are oppressed by the talkers and verbal professors of Freedom.” Nothing changes, it 


seems. 


| want to skip ahead now three years to 1652. The Digger activity on George’s Hill, and in 
a few other places, has ceased as it was indeed interfered with until its complete 
disruption as Winstanley feared. It was in this year that Winstanley composed his fullest 
description of what “true magistracy restored” would look like or what, in the Full title 
he gave a new document, he called “Commonwealth's government” should look like as 
opposed to “kingly government”. England was at this time, of course, without a 
monarchy and was officially a “commonwealth” (i.e. common wealth) soon to have Oliver 


Cromwell as its Lord Protector but, of course, this did not mean that the wealth was held 
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in common and many would have been those, not least in government, who would have 
completely hoped it never was. This is the text known as “The Law of Freedom in a 
Platform” and it gives a much Fuller description than the broad principles espoused in 
other documents in terms of how Winstanley sees an English commonwealth of both 
human beings and natural resources being maintained. This, however, is not all to 
Winstanley’s credit from anarchist perspective since whilst his broad principles were 
anarchist-adjacent or anarchist friendly, when he gets into details things start to go awry 


From this same perspective. But let’s take a look and see what we can find. 


The document begins with a letter addressed to Cromwell himself. (The text as a whole 
is addressed to Cromwell, to all Englishmen, whether in church Fellowship or not, and to 
“all the Nations in the World”.) This letter basically aims at telling Cromwell what his job 
should be now he has disposed of the king: it should be to dispose of kingly power as 


well; it should be to create a genuine commonwealth. Thus, Winstanley says: 


“That which is yet wanting on your part to be done is this, to see the oppressor's power to 
be cast out with his person; and to see that the free possession of the land and liberties be 


put into the hands of the oppressed commoners of England. 


For the crown of honour cannot be yours, neither can those victories be called victories on 
your part, till the land and freedoms won be possessed by them who adventured person and 


purse for them. 


Now you know, Sir, that the kingly conqueror was not beaten by you only as you are a single 


man, nor by the officers of the Army joined to you; but by the hand and assistance of the 
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commoners, whereof some came in person and adventured their lives with you; others 
stayed at home and planted the earth and paid taxes and free-quarter to maintain you that 


went to war. 


So that whatsoever is recovered from the conqueror is recovered by a joint consent of the 
commoners: therefore it is all equity, that all the commoners who assisted you should be set 
free from the conqueror's power with you: as David's law was, The spoil shall be divided 


between them who went to war, and them who stayed at home. 


And now you have the power of the land in your hand, you must do one of these two things: 
first, either set the land free to the oppressed commoners who assisted you and paid the 
Army their wages; and then you will fulfil the Scriptures and your own engagements, and so 


take possession of your deserved honour: 


Or secondly, you must only remove the conqueror's power out of the King's hand into other 
men's, maintaining the old laws still; and then your wisdom and honour is blasted for ever, 
and you will either lose yourself, or lay the foundation of greater slavery to posterity than 


you ever knew.” 


This is to say, as can be plainly seen, that Winstanley does not conceive that Cromwell's 
job is done until or unless the commoners are given their Freedom and set free from an 
oppressing law (which Winstanley conceives as of kingly origin). Whilst such autocratic 
power exists, thinks Winstanley, no one is free and no victory over autocratic (and 
obviously illegitimate) power has been won. That same power in another's hands is 


simply that same power wielded by another. Thus: 
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“as the sword pulls down kingly power with one hand, the kings’ old law builds up monarchy 


again with the other. 


And indeed the main work of reformation lies in this, to reform the clergy, lawyers and law; 
for all the complaints of the land are wrapped up within them three, not in the person of a 


king.” 


The real problem, then, is not the identity of the one who wields a power but that such a 


power exists to be wielded at all. This brings Winstanley back to his issue as a Digger: 


“And if lords of manors lay claim to the earth over us from the Army's victories over the 
King, then we have as much right to the land as they, because our labours and blood and 


death of friends were the purchasers of the earth's freedom as well as theirs. 


And is not this a slavery,’ say the people, ‘that though there be land enough in England to 
maintain ten times as many people as are in it, yet some must beg of their brethren, or work 
in hard drudgery for day wages for them, or starve or steal and so be hanged out of the 
way, as men not fit to live in the earth, before they must be suffered to plant the waste 
land for their livelihood, unless they will pay rent to their brethren for it?' Well, this is a 
burden the creation groans under; and the subjects (so called) have not their birthright 
freedoms granted them from their brethren, who hold it from them by club law, but not by 


righteousness. 


And who now must we be subject to, seeing the conqueror is gone?' |! answer, we must 


either be subject to a law, or to men's wills. If to a law, then all men in England are subjects, 
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... And again if we must be subject to men, then what men must we be subject to, seeing 


one man hath as much right to the earth as another?" 


Winstanley hereafter argues that a good ruler is themselves subject to the law and that 
law should be a matter of common equity rather than personal will. Such rulers he 
imagines servants rather than overlords, giving the simple choice as “the conquest of 
kings over commoners” or “the conquest of the commoners over the kings”. Once more 
he references the biblical saying “Do unto others as you would have them do unto you” 
in an argument which references “buying and selling” as “the law of the conqueror” and 
“a cheat” and a way to “oppress and cozen one another of their creation birthright”. 
Buying and selling is to Winstanley here a “cheating device” which should be “cast out 


among the rubbish of kingly power”. He provides reasoning to Cromwell for this: 


“No man can be rich, but he must be rich either by his own labours, or by the labours of 
other men helping him. If a man have no help from his neighbour, he shall never gather an 
estate of hundreds and thousands a year. If other men help him to work, then are those 
riches his neighbours’ as well as his; for they may be the fruit of other men's labours as well 


as his own. 


But all rich men live at ease, feeding and clothing themselves by the labours of other men, 
not by their own; which is their shame, and not their nobility; for it is a more blessed thing 
to give than to receive. But rich men receive all they have from the labourer's hand, and 
what they give, they give away other men's labours, not their own. Therefore they are not 


righteous actors in the earth.” 
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This reasoning seems clear and obvious enough: the rich are parasites stealing the Fruits 
of others’ labours. Put simply, then, Winstanley conceives that all should labour for 
themselves, singly or together, to provide for common stocks from which people will 
take as they have need and can use. Such a system will require no lawyers since: 

“There is no need of them, for there is to be no buying and selling; neither any need to 
expound laws, for the bare letter of the law shall be both judge and lawyer, trying every 
man's actions. And seeing we shall have successive Parliaments every year, there will be 


rules made for every action a man can do.” 


And: 


“If any say, 'This will bring poverty’; surely they mistake. For there will be plenty of all 
earthly commodities, with less labour and trouble than now it is under monarchy. There will 
be no want, for every man may keep as plentiful a house as he will, and never run into debt, 


for common stock pays for all.” 


Winstanley does not even imagine this a compulsory state of affairs for, as he ends his 
letter to Cromwell introducing his main text, his ideas are For “all that are willing to come 
into the practice of this government and be obedient to the laws thereof.” Those who 
wish to carry on buying and selling, etc., which Winstanley calls “the law of the 
conqueror”, he leaves to their own pleasure, indicating in doing so that he imagines this 
whole scheme of his entirely voluntary. He then concludes his preamble with a brief note 
to “the Friendly and unbiased reader” the key point of which, for my purposes, is to pose 


a question to such general readers about who and what they Fight For: 
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“Everyone is ready to say, they fight for their country; and what they do, they do it for the 
good of their country. Well, let it appear now that thou hast fought and acted for thy 
country's freedom. But if, when thou hast power to settle freedom in thy country, thou 
takest the possession of the earth into thy own particular hands, and makest thy brother 
work for thee as the kings did, thou has fought and acted for thyself, not for thy country; 


and here thy inside hypocrisy is discovered.” 


The main text of “The Law of Freedom in a Platform” becomes more problematic, from 
my anarchist perspective, the more one reads through it. It strays from general and 
easily supportable principles about rich and poor, about authoritarianism and about 
equity, into specifics about how people shall be judged, dealing with “wrongdoers”, etc. 
Here it becomes clear to see that, in fact, Winstanley cannot be described as an anarchist 
nearly as easily as he can be described as what even Lenin recognised him as actually 
being — a communist. At the end of the day, Winstanley, an absolute and convicted 
theist, does not believe in the personal autonomy and free association of all human 
beings — he believes in their better ordered sociality, a politics of convicted togetherness 
rather than authoritarian exploitation and control. So whilst he may begin by saying that 
“True commonwealth's freedom lies in the free enjoyment of the earth” he does place 
limits on that Freedom and imagines those empowered politically and institutionally to 
curtail it. His is a freedom of “the free use of the earth” but he does imagine that 


“society” must be socially policed. 


First and foremost, however, Winstanley seeks a “common freedom” which all people 
can enjoy equally and so, being satisfied in the provisioning of their needs, have no need 


of enmity among them. He introduces a short declaration about this in chapter one: 
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“A short declaration to take off prejudice. 


Some, hearing of this common freedom, think there must be a community of all the fruits of 


the earth whether they work or no, therefore strive to live idle upon other men's labours. 


Others, through the same unreasonable beastly ignorance, think there must be a 


community of all men and women for copulation, and so strive to live a bestial life. 


Others think there will be no law, but that everything will run into confusion for want of 


government; but this platform proves the contrary. 


Therefore, because that transgression doth and may arise from ignorant and rude fancy in 


man, is the law added. 


That which true righteousness in my judgment calls community is this, to have the earth set 
free from all kingly bondage of lords of manors and oppressing landlords, which came in by 


conquest as a thief takes a true man's purse upon the highway, being stronger than he. 


And that neither the earth, nor any fruits thereof, should be bought or sold by the 
inhabitants one among another, which is slavery the kingly conquerors have brought in; 


therefore he set his stamp upon silver, that every one should buy and sell in his name. 


And though this be, yet shall not men live idle; for the earth shall be planted and reaped, 
and the fruits carried into barns and store-houses by the assistance of every family, 


according as is shewed hereafter in order. 
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Every man shall be brought up in trades and labours, and all trades shall be maintained 
with more improvement, to the enriching of the commonwealth, more than now they be 


under kingly power. 


Every tradesman shall fetch materials, as leather, wool, flax, corn and the like, from the 
public store-houses, to work upon without buying and selling; and when particular works 
are made, as cloth, shoes, hats and the like, the tradesmen shall bring these particular 
works to particular shops, as it is now in practice, without buying and selling. And every 
family as they want such things as they cannot make, they shall go to these shops and fetch 


without money, even as now they fetch with money, as hereafter is shewed how in order. 


If any say, This will nurse idleness’; | answer, this platform proves the contrary, for idle 


persons and beggars will be made to work. 


If any say, 'This will make some men to take goods from others by violence and call it theirs, 
because the earth and fruits are a common stock’, | answer, the laws or rules following 
prevents that ignorance. For though the store-houses and public shops be commonly 
furnished by every family's assistance, and for every family's use, as is shewed hereafter 
how: yet every man's house is proper to himself, and all the furniture therein, and provision 
which he hath fetched from the store-houses is proper to himself; every man's wife and 
every woman's husband proper to themselves, and so are their children at their dispose till 


they come to age. 
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And if any other man endeavour to take away his house, furniture, food, wife or children, 
saying every thing is common, and so abusing the law of peace, such a one is a transgressor, 


and shall suffer punishment, as by the government and laws following is expressed. 


For though the public store-houses be a common treasury, yet every man's particular 
dwelling is not common but by his consent, and the commonwealth's laws are to preserve a 
man's peace in his person and in his private dwelling, against the rudeness and ignorance 


that may arise in mankind. 


If any man do force or abuse women in folly, pleading community, the laws following do 
punish such ignorant and unrational practice; for the laws of a commonwealth are laws of 


moderate diligence and purity of manners... 


For you must either establish commonwealth's freedom in power, making provision for 


every one's peace, which is righteousness; or else you must set up monarchy again... 


if common freedom be found out and ease the oppressed, it prevents murmurings and 


quarrels, and establishes universal peace in the earth.” 


We already see here that Winstanley can only go so far. He has a protestant work ethic 
that what you do not work for you do not get. It is on the basis of work done that you 
earn a right to share in the common treasury. Christian morals and the concept of a 
legally defined society still very much apply. Using biblical logic that reminds us of the 
apostle Paul’s thinking, he argues that law is there to guide people correctly (and so, 


implicitly, on the understanding that there is, and must be, a societal “right” and 
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“wrong’). He wishes to get rid of oppressive individuals and practices but this is not in 
order to leave everything a free for all or to engage in selF-organisation. People are to 
become consciously and societally Formed beings with societal purposes in an example 
of communistic thinking. They are to be set to work as, at least in some sense, servants 
of communality and Winstanley imagines the possibility of coercion in this (for idleness, 
For example, will not be allowed). Winstanley’s logic is that if everyone has what they 
need then there will never be any need for dissension. But this imagined peace is a 
coerced peace and contrary to the natural freedom, the will to do other than as 


expected or required, that lurks in the human soul. 


Here it is then relevant to ask what Winstanley imagines “government” even is 
(remembering that he wants the end of a “kingly” sort of this but is all for a 


“commonwealth” sort of this). Fortunately for us, he tells us at the start of chapter two: 


“Government is a wise and free ordering of the earth and the manners of mankind by 
observation of particular laws or rules, so that all the inhabitants may live peaceably in 


plenty and freedom in the land where they are born and bred. 


In the government of a land there are three parts, viz. laws, fit officers and a faithful 


execution of those laws. 


First, there must be suitable laws for every occasion, and almost for every action that men 


do; for one law cannot serve in all seasons, but every season and every action have their 


particular laws attending thereupon for the preservation of right order. As for example, 
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There is a time to plough, and the laws of right understanding attends upon that work; and 
there is a time to reap the fruits of the earth, and the laws of right observation attending 


thereupon. 


So that true government is a right ordering of all actions, giving to every action and thing 
its due weight and measure, and this prevents confusion. As Solomon speaks, There is a 
time for all things; a time to make promises and engagements and a time to see them 
performed; a right order in times of war, and a right order in times of peace; every season 
and time having its law or rule suitable; and this makes a healthful government, because it 


preserves peace ina right order. 


Secondly, there must be fit officers, whose spirits are so humble, wise and free from 
covetousness, as they can make the established laws of the land their will; and not through 
pride and vain-glory make their wills to rule above the rules of freedom, pleading 


prerogative. 


For when the right ordered laws do rule, the government is healthful; but when the will of 


officers rule above law, that government is diseased with a mortal disease. 


Thirdly, there must be a faithful execution of those laws; and herein lies the very life of 
government. For a right order in government lies not in the will of officers without laws, nor 
in laws without officers, nor in neither of them without execution. But when these three go 
hand in hand the government is healthful; but if any one of these be wanting the 


government is diseased.” 
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Here the motivating factor is entirely a desiring of commonwealth rather than monarchy, 
of social and communistic order as opposed to arbitrary will and oppressive inequality. 
Thus, “commonwealth’s government” is governing the earth “without buying and 
selling”. This, Winstanley imagines, brings peace in rhetoric Full of biblical Figures of 
“swords beat into ploughshares”, etc. Freedom, in Winstanley’s mind, is the absence of 
something called kingly power or the oppression of one with little by one with much but 
it says nothing positive about that Freedom. It is simply the absence of particular will 
imposed on others for the benefit of all. Thus, “There shall be no tyrant kings, lords of 
manors, tithing priests, oppressing lawyers, exacting landlords” and freedom is there at 
hand for all who will make the adventure of doing without them. The law Winstanley 
then seeks he calls a “law of common preservation” and he imagines it the original 
dispensation to Adam “and his household”. “Common preservation” is “a principle in 
everyone to seek the good of others as himself, without respecting persons”. Winstanley 
imagines it something internal, a personal motivation, a thing “written in the heart of 
every man”. Winstanley contrasts this with selfish selFeaggrandizement with the 


conclusion that: 


“Therefore the work of all true magistrates is to maintain the common law, which is the 
root of right government and preservation and peace to everyone; and to cast out all self- 
ended principles and interests, which is tyranny and oppression, and which breaks common 


peace.” 


“Common peace” here means being subjected to a “common law” (i.e. which applies 
equally to all). And it does mean being “subject” to it (hence officers necessary to police 


and enforce it). Impugning common peace is seen as a crime but so that special privilege 
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doesn’t set in Winstanley proposes that “all officers in a commonwealth are to be chosen 
new ones every year”. This, presumably, is thought to stop division and inequality 
increasing due to abuse of power. These officers, moreover, are to be such as have a 
proven track record as “promoters of common freedom”. Winstanley conceives as 
“officers”, however, all Fathers, “pDeace-makers”, overseers, soldiers, executioners, judges 


and parliamentarians as just some examples. He adds: 


“All these offices are like links of a chain, they arise from one and the same root, which is 
necessity of common peace, and all their works tend to preserve common peace; therefore 
they are to assist each other, and all others are to assist them, as need requires, upon pain 
of punishment by the breach of the laws. And the rule of right government being thus 
observed may make a whole land, nay the whole fabric of the earth, to become one family 
of mankind, and one well-governed commonwealth, as Israel was called one house of Israel, 


though it consisted of many tribes, nations and families.” 


Winstanley then thinks of all this as some sort of well-oiled machine where each officer 
does their job and so the whole functions as it should — “a careful execution of laws is 
the life of government”. He details the task of each officer he proposes in this well-oiled 
machine. In and among this we learn that, for example, “One man shall not take away 
that commodity which another man hath first laid hands on, for any commodity for use 
belongs to him that first laid hands on it for his use;” and that one task of the officer 
Winstanley designates as “overseer” is “to see that young people be put to masters, to 
be instructed in some labour, trade, science, or to be waiters in store-houses, that none 
shall be idly brought up in any Family within his circuit.” The overseer in Fact seems like a 


person whose job is to make sure everyone has something proper to do in a community 
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context — and if they haven’t got something to do then they soon will have. They are 
kinds of community Facilitators, those who make sure the community of common peace 


and common goods keeps moving smoothly. 


But this begs the question that, once again, this is a system which involves compulsion 
(even if, in his letter to Cromwell, Winstanley conceded it was a voluntary community. Its 


not if you are in it). Thus: 


“A soldier is a magistrate as well as any other officer, and indeed all state officers are 
soldiers, for they represent power; and if there were not power in the hand of officers, the 


spirit of rudeness would not be obedient to any law or government but their own wills.” 


This is basically saying that if there was not power to coerce people then they would do 
as they like. Indeed. But what’s wrong with that? What’s wrong is that it does not 
conform to Winstanley’s conception of order which is a society conformed to a particular 
model and requiring particular tasks, relations and officers. Thus, Winstanley imagines 
one officer of this society as the “task-master” whose job is to “take those into his over- 
sight as are sentenced by the judge to lose their freedom, and to appoint them their 
work and see that they do it.” They only get sufficient Food and clothing if they then 
actually do as they are instructed by the task-master. IF not, they are given inadequate 
Food and whipped. Such treatment is meant to teach them both the error of their ways 
and convince them to do as they are told. If, however, they run away, they are to be 
hunted down in order that they may then die in such a manner as a judge decides. Who, 
exactly, would volunteer for a society such as this? Even pirates mostly marooned those 


who broke their articles of association or showed cowardice in battle. They did not 
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subject their fellows, in general, to slavery and torture (although random violence 
between Free men was always a possibility). Given this is all meant to be by the people’s 
own consent (as is made clearer later in relation to parliament and the creation of laws), 
one may legitimately ask if a coercion you generally consent to at societal level (in which 
personal will is thereafter irrelevant) is any better than one someone simply imposes on 
you. For, as Winstanley is clear to say here, “the people must all be subject to the law, 
under pain of punishment”. Winstanley regularly repeats that there is either bondage or 
freedom, “particular interest or common interest”; he doesn’t seem to see anything 
wrong with causing people pain or putting them to death should they offend what he 
imagines as laws meant to prosper common peace, however. Here it is safe to say, as 
Renzo Novatore might have, in fact, that such a society will never much care about the 
individual. It is set up purely and simply for one end: to maintain a certain kind of 


collectivity. Winstanley imagines, however, that: 


“if the laws were few and short, and often read, it would prevent those evils; and everyone, 
knowing when they did well and when ill, would be very cautious of their words and 


actions; and this would escape the lawyers’ craft.” 


Winstanley thinks “the bare letter of the law” simple and obvious but surely simple 
human experience proves this is not so? He thinks that if the law is read to the people 
four times a year they will have no ignorance about its meaning or interpretation. He 
thinks that by making an accuser suffer the same punishment that an accused would if 
he cannot prove his accusation it will stop False accusations. Winstanley also propagates 
the law of “an eye for an eye” but he does so in avoidance of Jesus’ own interpretation 


of this in Matthew chapter Five (where Jesus says, explicitly, “Do not resist an evildoer” 
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and encourages “turning the other cheek”, etc.). What Winstanley designs here then 
actually turns out to be a coercive set of social relations that is, in actual fact and 
explicitly so, still a state. (Law breakers in this state are made to wear white woollen 
clothing to mark them out as lawbreakers from the rest, for example!) The freedom 
Winstanley offers in this state (concerning which he concludes his text with 62 laws) is 
the Freedom to be a willing co-communist. Or else. 

My second subject of this chapter is the anarchist and feminist Voltairine de Cleyre, born 
an American with a French Father and American mother in rural Michigan in 1866. She 
was to have a troubled upbringing as her parents were very poor, her Father sometimes 
working away to provide for them. As an older child, she was sent to a convent school, 
which she despised, and this would change her life Forever. At one point whilst a student 
at this school she even attempted to run away, intending to tramp many miles back 
home by herself, and this included crossing a river. She put her plan into motion but was 
seen by Family Friends before she made it back home and, thereafter, would eventually 
end up back at the school. It is said of Voltairine, that unusual name being given her by 
her French Father who was a fan of the French philosopher Voltaire, that she was always 
a sensitive and not completely well person. In photos it is true to say that she does 
appear somewhat frail. But it is clear from her work and life, which unlike Winstanley’s 
included absolutely no plans, laws or officers for the control of common society, that a 
bright Flame burned within her. She could, at times, be utterly strident in her beliefs. She 
came to anarchism via the “individualism” expressed through Benjamin Tucker's 
newspaper, Liberty, and the execution of the Haymarket anarchists had a huge effect on 
her. For about two decades thereafter she would be a solid and consistent voice For an 


autonomistic anarchism of direct action without public authorities based in true liberty. 
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The first couple of essays From Voltairine that | want to look at concern anarchism and 
her attitude towards it. Here one thing that immediately stands out is that de Cleyre was 
manifestly aware there were different flavours of it to be had which sometimes caused 
caustic quarrels between their various adherents. She herself stands somewhat aloof 
From this, not seeing a brand or type of anarchism as something to go in to bat for but as 
something which is more simply a matter of personal choice. As | have already had prior 
cause to point out then, Voltairine de Cleyre was not a partisan with a plan. She was a 
person with a belief in anarchism’s principle of personal autonomy and responsibility. 
How you thought that best arranged and organised socially was up to you provided no 


compulsion be involved. 


The turn to anarchism is a very personal thing For Voltairine de Cleyre. Truth is for her a 
matter of Feeling even as politics For her comes from personality. In “Why | Am An 
Anarchist” de Cleyre wants to set out her reasons for choosing an anarchistic path but 
also to describe that anarchism which she chooses. Her immediate response to the “why” 
of her title is “because | cannot help it” (compare Emma Goldman’s response to Nellie 
Bly in her First big newspaper interview in 1893. When Goldman is asked why she is an 
anarchist her answer is the very similar “Because | cannot stop caring”) and this coheres 
very well with her second answer which is “because of the possession of a very large 
proportion of sentiment”. De Cleyre here reveals a conception of the human being as 
conscious thought reliant on a deep reservoir of Feeling extending into the past which is 
itself built up as the result of “logical conviction(s)”. De Cleyre therefore admits herself 
as one against “repression in all forms” and goes into a personal argument in which she 
reports that in her “the instinct of liberty naturally revolted not only at economic 


servitude, but at the outcome of it, class-lines” and that “there was a wild craving after 


1247 


freedom from conventional dress, speech, and custom; an indignation at the repression 
of one’s real sentiments and the repetition of formal hypocrisies, which constitute the 
bulk of ordinary social intercourse.” What she seeks, however, is “opportunity For the 


individuality of the person to express itself in outward taste or selection of Forms.” 


De Cleyre then revolts against the moulding of individual human beings into societally 


acceptable forms (which are then necessarily few and common) and she has, above all: 


“a disgust with the subordinated cramped circle prescribed for women in daily life, whether 
in the field of material production, or in domestic arrangement, or in educational work; or 
in the ideals held up to her on all these various screens whereon the ideal reflects itself; a 
bitter, passionate sense of personal injustice in this respect; an anger at the institutions set 
up by men, ostensibly to preserve female purity, really working out to make her a baby, an 


irresponsible doll of a creature not to be trusted outside her ‘doll’s house’.” 


De Cleyre summarises all this sentiment by calling it “intense sympathies with suffering” 
and biographical records of her life confirm that she was barely able to go past a 
suffering human or animal without attempting to give it some help or comfort from her 
own, quite meagre resources. (Voltairine lived the last half of her short life — she died at 
45 in 1912 as a consequence of the unknown illnesses she suffered From habitually and 
as a result of being shot in the chest at point blank range in 1902 by a deranged former 
student, the three bullets never being removed — among the poor of Philadelphia where 
she made a modest living teaching English, music and writing.) This acute awareness of 
suffering, however, does bring de Cleyre to an equally acute recognition of the issue to 


be addressed: 
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“The problem is not how to find a way to relieve temporary distress, not to make people 
dependent upon the kindness of others, but to allow every one to be able to stand upon his 


own feet.” 


The issue For Voltairine is how society can be arranged such that people have the power 
“to labor at will”, as she puts it, and where the alternative is to have to labour as others 
decide and determine. Voltairine then wants to instantiate, maintain and centre a self- 
determined life in the heart of society and what she imagines the phrase “free country” 
means — as in the saying “its a Free country” — is the belief that “the only desirable 
condition of society is one in which no one is compelled to accept an arrangement to 
which he has not consented.” Coming upon this belief, however, it leads Voltairine to ask 
how it might be achieved since “to be free one must have liberty of access to the sources 
and means of production”, one must be able to provide for one’s material needs and so 
be able to survive in order that one’s consent is an actual possibility, a living reality. This 
leads de Cleyre into various economic propositions For the arrangement of society From 
her time and place as an obviously thoughtful person who weighs up alternatives and 
their consequences. The outcome of this discussion (having first posed the question, 
“How, then, to make it possible for the man who has nothing but his hands to get... upon 


the earth and make use of his opportunity?”) is the Following: 


“after many years of looking to this remedy and to that, | came to these conclusions:— 


That the way to get freedom to use the land is by no tampering and indirection, but plainly 


by the going out and settling thereon, and using it; remembering always that every 


newcomer has as good a right to come and labor upon it, become one of the working 
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community, as the first initiators of the movement. That in the arrangement and 
determination of the uses of locations, each community should be absolutely free to make 
its own regulations. That there should be no such nonsensical thing as an imaginary line 
drawn along the ground, within which boundary persons having no interests whatever in 
common and living hundreds of miles apart, occupied in different pursuits, living according 
to different customs, should be obliged to conform to interfering regulations made by one 
another; and while this stupid division binds together those in no way helped but troubled 
thereby, on the other hand cuts right through the middle of a community united by 


proximity, occupation, home, and social sympathies. 


Second:—! concluded that as to the question of exchange and money, it was so exceedingly 
bewildering, so impossible of settlement among the professors themselves, as to the nature 
of value, and the representation of value, and the unit of value, and the numberless 
multiplications and divisions of the subject, that the best thing ordinary workingmen or 
women could do was to organize their industry so as to get rid of money altogether. | 
figured it this way: I’m not any more a fool than the rest of ordinary humanity; I’ve figured 
and figured away on this thing for years, and directly | thought myself middling straight, 
there came another money reformer and showed me the hole in that scheme, till, at last, it 
appears that between ‘bills of credit,’ and ‘labor notes’ and ‘time checks,’ and ‘mutual bank 
issues,’ and ‘the invariable unit of value,’ none of them have any sense. How many 
thousands of years is it going to take to get this sort of thing into people’s heads by mere 
preaching of theories? Let it be this way: Let there be an end of the special monopoly on 
securities for money issues. Let every community go ahead and try some member's money 
scheme if it wants;—let every individual try it if he pleases. But better for the working 


people let them all go. Let them produce together, co-operatively rather than as employer 
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and employed; let them fraternize group by group, let each use what he needs of his own 
product, and deposit the rest in the storage-houses, and let those others who need goods 


have them as occasion arises. 


With our present crippled production, with less than half the people working, with all the 
conservatism of vested interest operating to prevent improvements in methods being 
adopted, we have more than enough to supply all the wants of the people if we could only 
get it distributed. There is, then, no fixed estimate to be put upon possibilities. lf one man 
working now can produce ten times as much as he can by the most generous use dispose of 
for himself, what shall be said of the capacities of the free worker of the future? And why, 
then, all this calculating worry about the exact exchange of equivalents? If there is enough 
and to waste, why fret for fear some one will get a little more than he gives? We do not 
worry for fear some one will drink a little more water than we do, except it is in a case of 
shipwreck; because we know there is quite enough to go around. And since all these 
measures for adjusting equivalent values have only resulted in establishing a perpetual 
means whereby the furnisher of money succeeds in abstracting a percentage of the product, 
would it not be better to risk the occasional loss in exchange of things, rather than to have 


this false adjuster of differences perpetually paying itself for a very doubtful service? 


Third:—On the question of machinery | stopped for some time; it was easy enough to 
reason that the land which was produced by nobody belonged to nobody; comparatively 
easy to conclude that with abundance of product no money was needed. But the problem of 
the machinery required a great deal of pro-ing and con-ing; it finally settled itself down so: 
Every machine of any complexity is the accumulation of the inventive genius of the ages; no 


one man conceived it; no one man can make it; no one man therefore has a right to the 
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exclusive possession of the social inheritance from the dead; that which requires social 
genius to conceive and social action to operate, should be free of access to all those desiring 


to use it. 


Fourth:—In the contemplation of the results to follow from the freeing of the land, the 
conclusion was inevitable that many small communities would grow out of the breaking up 
of the large communities; that people would realize then that the vast mass of this 
dragging products up and down the world, which is the great triumph of commercialism, is 
economic insanity; illustration: Paris butter carted to London, and London butter to Paris! A 
friend of mine in Philadelphia makes shoes; the factory adjoins the home property of a 
certain Senator whose wife orders her shoes off a Chicago firm; this firm orders of the self- 
same factory, which ships the order to Chicago. Chicago ships them back to the Senator's 
wife; while any workman in the factory might have thrown them over her backyard fence! 
That, therefore, all this complicated system of freight transportation would disappear, and 
a far greater approach to simplicity be attained; and hence all the international bureaus of 
regulation, aimed at by Socialists, would become as unnecessary as they are obnoxious. | 
conceived, in short, that, instead of the workingman’s planting his feet in the mud of the 
bottomless abyss of poverty, and seeing the trains of the earth go past his tantalized eyes, 
he carrying the whole thing as Atlas did the world, would calmly set his world down, climb 
up onit, and go gleefully spinning around it himself, becoming world-citizens indeed. Man, 


the emperor of products, not products the enslaver of man, became my dream. 


At this point | broke off to inquire how much government was left; land titles all gone, 


stocks and bonds and guarantees of ownership in means of production gone too, what was 
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left of the State? Nothing of its existence in relation to the worker: nothing but its 


regulation of morals. 


| had meanwhile come to the conclusion that the assumptions as to woman's inferiority 
were all humbug; that given freedom of opportunity, women were just as responsive as 
men, just as capable of making their own way, producing as much for the social good as 
men. | observed that women who were financially independent at present, took very little 
to the notion that a marriage ceremony was sacred, unless it symbolized the inward reality 
of psychological and physiological mateship; that most of them who were unfortunate 
enough to make an original mistake, or to grow apart later, were quite able to take their 
freedom from a mischievous bond without appealing to the law. Hence, | concluded that the 
State had nothing left to do here; for it has never attempted to do more than solve the 
material difficulties, in a miserable, brutal way; and these economic independence would 
solve for itself. As to the heartaches and bitterness attendant upon disappointments of this 
nature in themselves, apart from third-party considerations,—they are entirely a matter of 
individual temperament and ethical development, not to be assuaged by any State or social 


system. 


The offices of the State were now reduced to the disposition of criminals. An inquiry into 
the criminal question made plain that the great mass of crimes are crimes against property; 
even those crimes arising from jealousy are property crimes resulting from the notion of a 
right of property in flesh. Allowing property to be eradicated, both in practice and spirit, no 
crimes are left but such as are the acts of the mentally sick—cases of atavism, which might 
well be expected occasionally, for centuries to come, as the result of all the repression poor 


humanity has experienced these thousands of years. An enlightened people, a people living 
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in something like sane and healthy conditions, would consider these criminals as subjects 
for scientific study and treatment; would not retaliate and exhibit themselves as more 


brutal than the criminal, as is the custom to-day, but would ‘use all gently.’ 


The State had now disappeared from my conception of society; there remained only the 
application of Anarchism to those vague yearnings for the outpouring of new ideals in 
education, in literature, in art, in customs, social converse, and in ethical concepts. And now 
the way became easy; for all this talking up and down the question of wealth was foreign 
to my taste. But education! As long ago as | could remember | had dreamed of an education 
which should be a getting at the secrets of nature, not as reported through another's eyes, 
but just the thing itself; | had dreamed of a teacher who should go out and attract his pupils 
around him as the Greeks did of old, and then go trooping out into the world, free 
monarchs, learning everywhere—learning nature, learning man, learning to know life in all 
its forms, and not to hug one little narrow spot and declare it the finest one on earth for the 
patriotic reason that they live there. And here | picked up Wm. Morris’ ‘News from 
Nowhere,’ and found the same thing. And there were the new school artists in France and 
Germany, the literateurs, the scientists, the inventors, the poets, all breaking way from 
ancient forms. And there were Emerson and Channing and Thoreau in ethics, preaching the 
supremacy of individual conscience over the law,—indeed, all that mighty trend of 
Protestantism and Democracy, which every once in a while lifts up its head above the 
judgments of the commonplace in some single powerful personality. That indeed is the 
triumphant word of Anarchism: it comes as the logical conclusion of three hundred years of 
revolt against external temporal and spiritual authority—the word which has no 


compromise to offer, which holds before us the unswerving ideal of the Free Man.” 
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A short summary of the ideas described here might go as follows: 


1. Settle land and start work on it without outside interference. 

2. Abolish the use of money (and engage in cooperative production with common 
storehouses instead). 

3. Stop worrying about “exact exchange of equivalents”; if each has enough all is good. 

4. That which is socially conceived should have social availability and be socially shared. 

5. An end to the capitalist consumerism which multiplies unnecessary choice (with 
greatly increased logistical complexity) merely to maximise private profit - whilst making 
human beings slaves of the product. 

6. Economic independence and reinvention of our political and economic relations 
relieves us of the need For the State. 

7. Economic independence leaves us free to take up domestic partnerships or not on our 
own recognisance and again relieves us of the need For the State. 

8. Most crime is related to property so if we eliminate property (by reinventing our 
relations to things as in points 1,2 and 4) then we eliminate most crime. 

9. Crime being about a poverty the preceding ideas imagine to end, the only remaining 
criminals would be the sick who require the treatment of doctors rather than the 


punishment of the State. 


In an essay called simply “Anarchism” Voltairine de Cleyre talks again about very similar 
things as these she discusses in “Why | Am An Anarchist” in that she discusses what 
anarchism is and how it might potentially be implemented —- with several differing 
schemes or ideas again presenting themselves. She wants to inquire after the logical 


consistency of these various configurations of ideas and their compatibility with what 
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she imagines anarchism to be but, once again, to also come to her own, independent 
conclusions. These begin when she notes that anarchists of many kinds seem to co-exist 
in the real world, atheist revolutionaries and theist pacifists, communists and 
individualists, alike. Thus, “It no longer seems necessary to me, therefore, that one 
should base his Anarchism upon any particular world conception; it is a theory of the 
relations due to man and comes as an offered solution to... societary problems.” De 
Cleyre thinks anarchism “concerned with present conditions, and with the very plain and 
common people” and she doesn’t think it a particularly “complex or difficult” thing to 


grasp in its essentials at all. Thus, in a message addressed to “the worker”, she writes: 


“This is the particular message of Anarchism to the worker. It is not an economic system, it 
does not come to you with detailed plans of how you, the workers, are to conduct industry; 
nor systemized methods of exchange; nor careful paper organizations of ‘the administration 
of things.’ It simply calls upon the spirit of individuality to rise up from its abasement, and 
hold itself paramount in no matter what economic reorganization shall come about. Be 
men first of all, not held in slavery by the things you make; let your gospel be, ‘Things for 


men, not men for things.” 


Anarchism, that is in this particular essay, is not “an economic plan”: it is simply 
“individuality rising up from its abasement” to paraphrase de Cleyre. “Economic 
propositions”, the organising of production and distribution, are things Voltairine thinks 
the anarchist, being an individual with the need and desire to so rise, adds to this basic 


impetus as described in the Following: 
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“Now it is perfectly apparent that Anarchy, having to do almost entirely with the relations 
of men in their thoughts and feelings, and not with the positive organization of production 
and distribution, an Anarchist needs to supplement his Anarchism by some economic 
propositions, which may enable him to put in practical shape to himself and others this 
possibility of independent manhood. That will be his test in choosing any such proposition, 
—the measure in which individuality is secured. It is not enough for him that a comfortable 
ease, a pleasant and well-ordered routine, shall be secured; free play for the spirit of change 


—that is his first demand. 


Every Anarchist has this in common with every other Anarchist, that the economic system 
must be subservient to this end; no system recommends itself to him by the mere beauty 


and smoothness of its working.” 


“The measure in which individuality is secured” or the “possibility of independent 
manhood” are then the anarchist markers here. Economic arrangements, political 
organisation, exist to service such principles in de Cleyre’s mind. Which form of 
arrangement or organisation you actually prefer is only a matter of second rank in this 
respect (Voltairine is to discuss individualism, mutualism, communism and socialism as 
variant forms of anarchism or things which anarchists can be motivated to pursue as a 
consequence) and Voltairine makes the point most strongly that this anarchist principle 


of the Free individual is the thing which actually matters for: 


“there is nothing un-Anarchistic about any of them (i.e. the various economic plans) until 
the element of compulsion enters and obliges unwilling persons to remain in a community 


whose economic arrangements they do not agree to. (When | say ‘do not agree to’! do not 
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mean that they have a mere distaste for, or that they think might well be altered for some 
other preferable arrangement, but with which, nevertheless, they quite easily put up, as 
two persons each living in the same house and having different tastes in decoration, will 
submit to some color of window shade or bit of bric-a-brac which he does not like so well, 
but which nevertheless, he cheerfully puts up with for the satisfaction of being with his 


friend. | mean serious differences which in their opinion threaten their essential liberties... 


Therefore | say that each group of persons acting socially in freedom may choose any of the 
proposed systems, and be just as thorough-going Anarchists as those who select another. If 
this standpoint be accepted, we are rid of those outrageous excommunications which 
belong properly to the Church of Rome, and which serve no purpose but to bring us into 


deserved contempt with outsiders.” 


Here the guiding thought is “leave people uncoerced to come to their own conclusions 
and follow their own ideas and all will be well” and, as such, it is very reminiscent of the 
pirates of earlier chapters who behaved in exactly this way. It is, in Fact, in my thinking, 
the only way and complies with the earlier summary statement of de Cleyre herself that 
the only acceptable society is one in which no one be coerced to partake of relations to 
which they do not consent. The consequence of this stance on Voltairine’s part, however, 
is that she is a pluralist and an embracer of diversity. In the world she then imagines 
people won't all be the same or acting in the same ways or holding the same values; they 
will be different and differently organised and organising. Voltairine is absolutely fine 
with this provided such activity coerces no one into undesired relations. Indeed, having 
given concise descriptions of socialism, communism, individualism and mutualism in their 


anarchist contexts and material effects, de Cleyre immediately begins by emphasising 
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that “the point of agreement in all is: no compulsion” which, of course, preserves the 
principle of voluntarism | have emphasised in my own conception of anarchism. De 
Cleyre is also entirely prepared to accept the good faith of those who enter into various 


Forms of economic organisation for anarchist reasons. Thus, she continues: 


“Remember, also, that none of these schemes is proposed for its own sake, but because 
through it, its projectors believe, liberty may be best secured. Every Anarchist, as an 
Anarchist, would be perfectly willing to surrender his own scheme directly, if he saw that 


another worked better. 


For myself, | believe that all these and many more could be advantageously tried in 
different localities; | would see the instincts and habits of the people express themselves in 
a free choice in every community; and 1 am sure that distinct environments would call out 


distinct adaptations. 


Personally, while | recognize that liberty would be greatly extended under any of these 


economies, | frankly confess that none of them satisfies me. 


Socialism and Communism both demand a degree of joint effort and administration which 
would beget more regulation than is wholly consistent with ideal Anarchism; Individualism 
and Mutualism, resting upon property, involve a development of the private policeman not 


at all compatible with my notions of freedom. 


My ideal would be a condition in which all natural resources would be forever free to all, 


and the worker individually able to produce for himself sufficient for all his vital needs, if he 
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so chose, so that he need not govern his working or not working by the times and seasons 
of his fellows. | think that time may come; but it will only be through the development of 
the modes of production and the taste of the people. Meanwhile we all cry with one voice 


for the freedom to try.” 


Here the summary statement is “Free natural resources and freedom to produce 
according to one’s needs”. As a result, Voltairine concludes that “all methods are to the 
individual capacity and decision.” Let people decide For themselves. Let there be a 
Tolstoy and a Johann Most and a Benjamin Tucker and a Kropotkin. The world is big 


enough For all of them if they truly be those of no compulsion. Thus: 


“Ask a method? Do you ask Spring her method? Which is more necessary, the sunshine or 
the rain? They are contradictory—yes; they destroy each other—yes, but from this 
destruction the flowers result. Each choose that method which expresses your selfhood 


best, and condemn no other man because he expresses his Self otherwise.” 


But there is another point Voltairine de Cleyre can make here and its one she makes in 
the appropriately titled piece “Events Are The True Schoolmasters”. This point is that no 
one knows the Future and so no one knows what will be needed at such a time or what is 


appropriate to what will always be many varying circumstances in differing places. Thus: 


“The ideal of society without government allures us all; we believe in its possibility and that 
makes us anarchists. But since its realization is in the future, and since the future holds 
unknown factors, it is nearly certain that the free society of the unborn will realize itself 


according to no man’s present forecast, whether individualist, communist, mutualist, 
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collectivist, or what-not. Such forecasts are useful as centerizing points of striving only. Vast 
and vague the ideal persists, and a great social drift is setting towards it; somewhat of 
conscious anarchism therein, but infinitely more of the unconscious anarchism which is in all 
men. As well ‘put a bit in the jaws of the sea,’ as try to control the movements of that great 
tide. Then why exercise ourselves because someone conceived a different plan of free 
association from ours? Why, since no one can know a perfect method, nor even act always 
according to the best method he himself conceives, why fly to the defense of progress and 
protect destiny? It is a little too much like a Christian Inquisitor protecting the Almighty 


against heretics. 


| believe that if those who feel called upon to act as guardians of the anarchist movement 
once realized how little it is in need of their guardianship, what a trifle each individual 
contribution is, even theirs, they would be content to fight the battle with the enemy as it 
develops (not as they preconceive it ought to develop); and not think it necessary to turn 
about and add their stripes to those who will be quite sufficiently beaten by the State, 
merely because such have not waged war as per the cold-blood, wisdom and experience of 


the gray heads of others.” 


This amounts to a call for actually believing in the tenets of the anarchism you say you 
believe in in the First place —- and then practising them! You think human beings should 
act uncoerced and that this is freedom. Then let them! This shows, | think, how the 
concept of a policed anarchy — which many self-described anarchists actually have — is a 
complete and total nonsense, a malformed child of inadequate thinking and a Failure to 
actually Follow through on human agency, autonomy and free association (i.e. self- 


organisation) AT ALL. All one gets then is bastard children who spout meaningless 
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phrases but act entirely like cops. No thank you; no one needs this crazed idiocy. 
Anarchy, as Voltairine has the awareness to point out here, NEEDS NO COPS. It needs 
actual anarchists. Anarchists should fight the enemies of anarchism and of uncoerced 
human liberty; they should not be setting themselves up as guardians of a policed, 
dogmatic Faith as they attempt to create an anarchist State! As Voltairine then makes 
clear in another essay which connects anarchism to ongoing American traditions of 
liberty and free thought, “there can be a free federation only when there are free 
communities to federate” — and that requires that people be actually allowed to act Free! 


Consequently (also From the same essay “Anarchism and American Traditions”): 


“If the believers in liberty wish the principles of liberty taught, let them never intrust that 
instruction to any government; for the nature of government is to become a thing apart, an 
institution existing for its own sake, preying upon the people, and teaching whatever will 


tend to keep it secure in its seat.” 


De Cleyre, to some extent, eulogises the pioneer, if not the colonial, spirit in this essay — 
emphasising “self-sustenance” as an anarchist character trait. This tastes somewhat 
bitter in the modern mouth sensitive to the ills and consequences of the colonialist. But 
to the extent that she also eulogises the spirit of “doing things for yourself and on your 
own recognisance” she eulogises an anarchist spirit. Liberty, as de Cleyre seems to know 
well, is never something someone gives you. It is something you take, and must defend, 
For yourself. The pirates would have agreed with her in that as well For they snatched 
their Freedom From oppressive empires and then held onto it for as long as they could. 
Thus, “Anarchism affirms the economy of self-sustenance, the disintegration of the great 


communities, the use of the earth.” Voltairine, to a great extent, sees freedom as the 
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partner of economic independence — those who can support themselves are free of the 
constraints of boss, economy and society. Yet she conceives of this same thinking 
societally as well when she says: “the same rule holds good for societies as for 
individuals,—those may be free who are able to make their own living.” She combines 
this, however, with the necessary desire that all people basically mind their own business 
and live their own lives rather than getting diverted into controlling the lives of others. 
She writes: “by all men’s strictly minding their own business, a Fluid society, Freely 
adapting itself to mutual needs, wherein all the world shall belong to all men, as much as 
each has need or desire, will result.” However, she imagines this neither a simple, and 


much less an inevitable, task: 


“lam not ready to say that | see clearly that this will take place; but | see clearly that this 
must take place if ever again men are to be free. |! am so well satisfied that the mass of 
mankind prefer material possessions to liberty, that | have no hope that they will ever, by 
means of intellectual or moral stirrings merely, throw off the yoke of oppression fastened 


on them by the present economic system, to institute free societies.” 


One cannot talk people into anarchism then or argue them into it by the force of 
philosophical premises. Such a view fits very well with the confession of both Voltairine 
de Cleyre and her contemporary Emma Goldman; they were anarchists not because 
anarchism is or was “the best and most sensible philosophy” but because they cared — 
and they couldn’t help caring. This drove them to think of ways, and act in ways, that 
manifested such care, they thought (in their own ways) to its best advantage. 
Anarchism’s appeal, so then Voltairine de Cleyre’s testimony would seem to suggest, is 


that it is a manner of caring for the maximum of people in the best way possible. And 
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this turns out to be a matter of letting them have their freedom to make their own living 
as they themselves determine. De Cleyre thus enforced no economic plans or 
organisations or arrangements on people on purpose. It was her ultimate expression of 
the thought “Let people mind their own business”. And this then makes sense of the 
Following explanation of Voltairine’s own position, in her own words, after she had been 
Falsely labelled an “anarchist communist” (as Emma Goldman regarded herself) in an 


edition of Goldman's magazine, Mother Earth: 


“Owing to a perhaps natural misunderstanding, it was stated in the American report to the 
Amsterdam Congress that | am a worker in the cause of Anarchist Communism. The report 
should have said Anarchism, simply, as | am not now, and never have been at any time, a 
Communist. | was for several years an individualist, but becoming convinced that a number 
of the fundamental propositions of individualistic economy would result in the destruction 
of equal liberty, | relinquished those beliefs. In doing so, however, | did not accept the 
proposed economy of Communism, which in some respects would entail the same result, 
destruction of equal freedom; always, of course, in my opinion, which | very willingly admit 
should not be weighed by others as of equal value with the opinions of those who make 
economy a thorough study, but which must, nevertheless, remain supreme with me. | am an 


Anarchist, simply, without economic label attached.” 


Voltairine de Cleyre, simply put, was an anarchist “without adjectives”. She wedded 
herself to no plan or anarchist party and held no static idea of organisation over 
anybody's head. She stuck to a simple, unifying, anarchist belief of “no compulsion” in all 
social arrangements and, as an anarchist, put her trust and confidence in anarchy’s 


letting people organise themselves to sort out the rest. 
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This position resulted from the thinking of one with a very sharp mind, a mind with a 
demonstrable ability to discern human beings in their social and political contexts. | want 
to look at this aspect of de Cleyre’s activity in the Following Few pages. This begins with 
her essay “The Dominant Idea” which, as one editor of a modern collection of her works, 


Sharon Presley, suggests: 


“posits that each age has a dominant idea or ‘master-thought’ to which most people 
adhere. Railing against her age’s dominant idea, material possession, Voltairine asserts the 
principle of free will and moral responsibility. We need not, she believed, adhere to the 


dominant ideal of our age; we have the choice and responsibility to embrace our own ideal.” 


Consequently, Voltairine goes on to say in this essay that: 


“against the accepted formula of modern Materialism, ‘Men are what circumstances make 
them,’ | set the opposing declaration, ‘Circumstances are what men make them’... In other 
words, my conception of mind, or character, is not that it is a powerless reflection of a 
momentary condition of stuff and form, but an active modifying agent, reacting on its 
environment and transforming circumstances, sometimes slightly, sometimes greatly, 


sometimes, though not often, entirely.” 


In such remarks | personally believe that de Cleyre reveals both constructivist (or 
pragmatist — as in William James or John Dewey) beliefs and what would later be called 
existentialist beliefs for - as in when she later adds "Everywhere in the shells of dead 
societies, as in the shells of the sea-slime, we shall see the force of purposive action, of 


intent within holding its purpose against obstacles without” — she speaks to that 
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mentality which values both will and responsibility in the individual. Consider, as another 


example, her closing to this essay: 


“At the end of life you may close your eyes saying: ‘I have not been dominated by the 
Dominant Idea of my Age; | have chosen mine own allegiance, and served it. | have proved 
by a lifetime that there is that in man which saves him from the absolute tyranny of 
Circumstance, which in the end conquers and remoulds Circumstance, the immortal fire of 


Individual Will, which is the salvation of the Future.’ 


Let us have Men, Men who will say a word to their souls and keep it—keep it not when it is 
easy, but keep it when it is hard—keep it when the storm roars and there is a white- 
streaked sky and blue thunder before, and one’s eyes are blinded and one’s ears deafened 
with the war of opposing things; and keep it under the long leaden sky and the gray 
dreariness that never lifts. Hold unto the last: that is what it means to have a Dominant 


Idea, which Circumstance cannot break. And such men make and unmake Circumstance.” 


Here the guiding thought is that, even if human beings do not exactly control 
circumstances, their response to circumstances, the contexts in which they set them, the 
ways they are interpreted and conceived, are always matters of their decision and never 
simply static or fixed. (Events never “speak For themselves”.) This, | believe, is what 
Voltairine means when she talks about an “active modifying agent” and it posits a will to 
take responsibility For how we see the things with which we have to do and to act upon 
them accordingly. This, in Voltairine’s mind, is the position of every properly actualised 
human being. She goes on herself to give a startling example of exactly what she means 


here in an essay of hers entitled “Crime and Punishment”. 
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In this essay Voltairine de Cleyre establishes, even if she does so nowhere else, that she 
believes in personal character, in the personality and personal qualities of a human being 
and their self-responsibility for them. Human beings, to de Cleyre, are not simply 
undifferentiated corks on an ocean of life who just disinterestedly bob along until their 
time is up. Instead, they have will and they can have effects upon their surroundings For 
good or ill (which, in an existential frame of mind, creates responsibility and the ethical 


tension of existence). Thus here she says: 


“lam no disciple of that school whose doctrine is summed up in the teaching that Man's Will 
is nothing, his Material Surroundings all. | do not accept that popular socialism which would 
make saints out of sinners only by filling their stomachs. | am no apologist for 
characterlessness, and no petitioner for universal moral weakness. | believe in the 
individual. | believe that the purpose of life (in so far as we can give it a purpose, and it has 
none save what we give it) is the assertion and the development of strong, self-centered 


personality.” 


Voltairine then sets no lesser thing than “the purpose of life” as “the development of 
strong, self-centered personality”. It is then evident that she found the idea we should 
have both will and self-responsibility a very important thing. Indeed, as she goes on to 
explain shortly after this, in anarchism she sees a core principle of “self-government” 


which makes this will and self-responsibility something constitutional in the anarchist: 


“the difference between us, the Anarchists, who preach self-government and none else, and 
Moralists who in times past and present have asked for individual responsibility, is this, that 


while they have always framed creeds and codes for the purpose of holding others to 
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account, we draw the line upon ourselves. Set the standard as high as you will; live to it as 
near as you can; and if you fail, try yourself, judge yourself, condemn yourself, if you choose. 
Teach and persuade your neighbor if you can; consider and compare his conduct if you 
please; speak your mind if you desire; but if he fails to reach your standard or his own, try 
him not, judge him not, condemn him not. He lies beyond your sphere; you cannot know the 
temptation nor the inward battle nor the weight of the circumstances upon him. You do not 


know how long he fought before he failed. Therefore you cannot be just. Let him alone. 


This is the ethical concept at which we have arrived, not by revelation from any superior 
power, not through the reading of any inspired book, not by special illumination of our inner 
consciousness; but by the study of the results of social experiment in the past as presented 


in the works of historians, psychologists, criminologists, sociologists and legalists.” 


De Cleyre says here that a person can only really ever judge themselves and this also 
means that any of us are unqualified to judge anybody else. We should, therefore, pay 
heed to ourselves, govern ourselves, organise ourselves, and not presume to judge or 
govern others. Each of us is in a unique relationship with life and world circumstances 
rather than being some imagined (and it is wholly imagined) abstract moral agent with a 
singular moral power of right and wrong. We do not, in fact, have an entirely imaginary 
“Free will”. We are unique, constrained beings, beings constrained by circumstances, and, 


as differing personalities, we react each in our own way. Or, as Voltairine puts this: 


“man is no free-will freak thrust by an omnipotent joker upon a world of cause and 


sequence to play havoc therein, but just a poor differentiated bit of proto-plasm as much 


1268 


subject to the general processes of matter and mind as his ancient progenitor in the depths 


of the Silurian sea.” 


This being so, de Cleyre turns to the subject of crime, a subject about which 
authoritarian societies which have cops and laws and property worry a lot. Such societies 
seem entirely at a loss to stamp out crime or, often, even deal with it efficiently or 
adequately. Perhaps this is because they think human beings are abstract moral agents 


with “free will” and some people are just “evil”? Voltairine takes another view: 


“No prayers, no legal enactments, will ever rid society of crime. If they would, there have 
been prayers enough and preachments enough and laws enough and prisons enough to 
have done it long ago. But pray that the attraction of gravitation shall cease. Will it cease? 
Enact that water shall freeze at 100° heat. Will it freeze? And no more will men be sane and 
honest and just when they are compelled to live in an insane, dishonest, and unjust society, 
when the natural operation of the very elements of their being is warred upon by statutes 
and institutions which must produce outbursts destructive both to themselves and to 


others. 


Away back in 1835 Quetelet, the French statistician, wrote: ‘Experience demonstrates, in 
fact, by every possible evidence, this opinion, which may seem paradoxical at first, that it is 
society which prepares the crime, and that the guilty one is but the instrument which 
executes it.’ Every crime, therefore, is a charge against society which can only be rightly 
replied to when society consents to look into its own errors and rectify the wrong it has 
done. This is one of the results which must, in the end, flow from the labors of the real 


historians; one of the reasons why history was worth writing at all.” 
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De Cleyre makes an argument here that no human being is an island, isolated and living a 
solipsistic life of detachment from the world. Rather, human beings live in relation to, 
and in connection with, their surroundings and what happens there affects them, and 
has effects upon them, even as they can in reverse. Therefore, what society is and what 
society does is hardly an irrelevance. People simply live their lives in relation with and to 
it. It must affect them and act as context for their own actions and beliefs. De Cleyre in 
Fact points out the obvious point that, in nature, there is no such thing as crime; it is, 
rather, an invention of human social conscience — and so another context for human 


existence in society. But what is this society? What are its effects? Voltairine continues: 


“Any action which violates the life or liberty of any individual is an anti-social act, whether 
done by one person, by two, or by a whole nation. And the greatest crime that ever was 
perpetrated, a crime beside which all individual atrocities diminish to nothing, is War; and 
the greatest, the least excusable of murderers are those who order it and those who 
execute it. Nevertheless, this chiefest of murderers, the Government, its own hands red with 
the blood of hundreds of thousands, assumes to correct the individual offender, enacting 
miles of laws to define the varying degrees of his offense and punishment, and putting 
beautiful building stone to very hideous purposes for the sake of caging and tormenting him 
therein... Logic would say that anyone who wished to obliterate cruelty from the character 
of another must himself show no cruelty; one who would teach regard for the rights of 
others must himself be regardful. Yet the story of exile and prison is the story of the lash, 
the iron, the chain and every torture that the fiendish ingenuity of the non-criminal class 
can devise by way of teaching criminals to be good! To teach men to be good, they are kept 


in airless cells, made to sleep on narrow planks, to look at the sky through iron grates, to 
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eat food that revolts their palates, and destroys their stomachs,—battered and broken 


down in body and soul; and this is what they call reforming men." 


Who, then, are the biggest criminals? The government. How do they treat people? 
Harshly and with cruelty, in an unremittingly authoritarian way. Do governments have 
any regard for patient and caring education of their citizens? Hardly. Their methods are 
almost always force and coercion to the exclusion of all others. They engage in their 
governing by threats and intimidation. Their mentality, which seems unforgivably 
medieval (if we may also recall Winstanley’s attitudes here in “The Law of Freedom in A 
Platform”), is that punishment, or the threat of it, is meant to teach the errant subject 
possessed of morals and Free will the error of their ways — or to deter them from making 
any such errors. It is a top down, hierarchical, preachy approach from those who presume 
themselves your arbiters, if not your betters, even though many of them may have 
committed outrages to which you could never imagine to be party. (Trump? Johnson? 
Orban? Milei? Bolsanaro? Netanyahu?) So how might such an approach affect the person 
caught in their authoritarian grip? De Cleyre ventures an opinion, speaking of those who 


have been jailed: 


“Do you think people come out of a place like that better? with more respect for society? 
with more regard for the rights of their fellow men?! don’t. | think they come out of there 
with their hearts full of bitterness, much harder than when they went in. That this is often 
the case is admitted by those who themselves believe in punishment, and practice it. For the 
fact is that out of the Criminaloid class there develops the Habitual Criminal, the man who 
is perpetually getting in prison; no sooner is he out than he does something else and gets in 


again. The brand that at first scorched him has succeeded in searing. He no longer feels the 
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ignominy. He is a “jail-bird,” and he gets to have a cynical pride in his own degradation. 
Every man’s hand is against him, and his hand is against every man’s. Such are the reforming 
effects of punishment. Yet there was a time when he, too, might have been touched, had 


the right word been spoken. It is for society to find and speak that word.” 


The case de Cleyre is making here is akin to the case made in regard to how someone 
treats their dog. Treat the dog harshly, beat it, poke it with a stick and refuse to Feed it 
much and you will have a bitter, violent dog on your hands that shies away From 
affection because it has learned to fear people. What then of the human being? Does the 
human being not learn behaviour too, what to expect, how to respond? So how does 


society treat human beings? Voltairine is nothing if not forthright about this: 


“THE REASON MEN STEAL IS BECAUSE THEIR RIGHTS ARE STOLEN FROM THEM BEFORE 


THEY ARE BORN. 


A human being comes into the world; he wants to eat, he wants to breathe, he wants to 
sleep; he wants to use his muscles, his brain; he wants to love, to dream, to create. These 
wants constitute him, the whole man; he can no more help expressing these activities than 
water can help running down hill. If the freedom to do any of these things is denied him, 
then by so much he is a crippled creature, and his energy will force itself into some 
abnormal channel or be killed altogether. Now! do not mean that he has a ‘natural right’ to 
do these things inscribed on any lawbook of Nature. Nature knows nothing of rights, she 
knows power only, and a louse has as much natural right as a man to the extent of its 
power. What | do mean to say is that man, in common with many other animals, has found 


that by associative life he conquers the rest of nature, and that this society is slowly being 
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perfected; and that this perfectionment consists in realizing that the solidarity and safety of 
the whole arises from the freedom of the parts; that such freedom constitutes Man's Social 
Right; and that any institution which interferes with this right will be destructive of the 


association, will breed criminals, will work its own ruin.” (Capitalisation original) 


In this section of text Voltairine talks about a necessary human context, one which 
prospers and encourages natural human endowments. In regard to this, we know very 
well, organised human society is often arranged so as to frustrate them. People are 
Forced to work constantly to survive on meagre wages, talking multiple jobs as a 
consequence. Their freedom to act and to associate is constantly hemmed in by ever 
more laws. Cameras and technological surveillance devices are everywhere watching and 
spying on them -— and that is without regard for the police mentality which infects 
society generally. In contrast, Voltairine here argues that “the solidarity and safety of 
the whole arises from the freedom of the parts”. But where there is no such freedom 
what then of the solidarity and safety? Do people Feel safe today? Hardly. They exist in 
perpetual crisis mode stoked by reactionary media besotted with bad news and 
dystopian scenarios. The modern Western human being is gaslit at every turn. Their 
social context is exploitative and oppressive. What, in a situation like this, is crime? 


Whatever the government says? That seems ridiculously arbitrary. De Cleyre asks: 


“is the action of the man who takes the necessities which have been denied to him really 
criminal? Is he morally worse than the man who crawls in a cellar and dies of starvation? | 
think not. He is only a little more assertive.... The Anarchist says: ‘A hungry man has a social 
right to bread.’... If there is no alternative between starving and stealing (and for 


thousands there is none), then there is no alternative between society’s murdering its 
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members, or the members disintegrating society. Let Society consider its own mistakes, 
then: let it answer itself for all these people it has robbed and killed: let it cease its own 


crimes first!" 


Ultimately one must ask, as Voltairine de Cleyre does, why you would expect “healthy 
morals” From people who live in such contexts? She also, by the by, mentions “poisoned 
bodies” in her context of vastly increased industrialisation in an era when many filthy and 
dangerous jobs were done by hand. In our own day we have come to fear for our futures 
as a result of the agglomeration of all this industrial activity which, as those most 
informed realise, is altering our planetary climate. Given that life on earth exists within a 
Fairly narrow band of climatic conditions, many alarm bells have been sounded. But no 
capitalists are listening. Capitalism’s call is for more capitalism and to capitalist our way 
out of every problem we encounter. Exploitation of resources for private profit, which is 
the extent of capitalism's practical philosophy, is the only game in town. Why would you 


expect healthy morals from people convinced of that? De Cleyre responds: 


“These are the things that make criminals, the perverted forces of man, turned aside by the 
institution of property, which is the giant social mistake to-day. It is your law which keeps 
men from using the sources and the means of wealth production unless they pay tribute to 
other men; it is this, and nothing else, which is responsible for all the second class of crimes 


and all those crimes of violence incidentally committed while carrying out a robbery.” 


Thus modern authoritarian politics (never mind it pretends to be “democracy” — and it is 
only pretending) and capitalist economics form a perfect incarcerating partnership 


which lock up human beings in a prison society. Human beings are not at liberty to 
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develop freely and so make natural associations which would facilitate their natural 
endowments and desires. Their very lives thus take place in a context of multiple 
coercions and imposed necessities. Voltairine quotes a local Philadelphia newspaper in 
this regard and appends her own commentary upon it thereafter: 

“'The earth was constructed, made habitable, and populated without the advice of a 
commission of superior persons, and until they appeared and began meddling with affairs, 
making laws and setting themselves up as rulers, poverty and its evil consequences were 
unknown to humanity. When social science finds a way to remove obstructions to the 
operation of natural law and to the equitable distribution of the products of labor, poverty 
will cease to be the condition of the masses of people, and misery, crime and problems of 


population will disappear.’ 


And they will never disappear until it does. All hunting down of men, all punishments, are 
but so many ineffective efforts to sweep back the tide with a broom. The tide will fling you, 
broom and all, against the idle walls that you have built to fence it in. Tear down those 


walls or the sea will tear them down for you.” 


Crime and punishment, Voltairine then thinks, is a problem of human creation and 
organisation, a problem of things inflicted upon human beings by other human beings to 
which they must react. Force human beings into unnatural and arbitrary circumstances 
and relations and undesirable consequences will result. But there is also the argument 
that we must have punishment as a deterrent in order to protect ourselves From those 


determined to injure our interests. Voltairine takes this question on as well: 
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“But meanwhile must we not punish to protect ourselves? 


The protection does not protect. The violent man does not communicate his intention; when 
he executes it, or attempts its execution, more often than otherwise it is some unofficial 
person who catches or stops him. If he is a born criminal, or in other words an insane man, 
he should, | reiterate, be treated as a sick person—not punished, not made to suffer. If he is 
one of the accidental criminals, his act will not be repeated; his punishment will always be 
with him. If he is of the middle class, your punishment will not reform him, it will only 


harden him; and it will not deter others. 


As for thieves, the great thief is within the law, or he buys it; and as for the small one, see 
what you do! To protect yourself against him, you create a class of persons who are sworn 
to the service of the club and the revolver; a set of spies; a set whose business it is to deal 
constantly with these unhappy beings, who in rare instances are softened thereby, but in 
the majority of cases become hardened to their work as butchers to the use of the knife; a 
set whose business it is to serve cell and lock and key; and lastly, the lowest infamy of all, 


the hangman. Does any one want to shake his hand, the hand that kills for pay? 


Now against all these persons individually there is nothing to be said: they may probably be 
very humane, well-intentioned persons when they start in; but the end of all this is 
imbrutement. One of our dailies recently observed that ‘the men in charge of prisons have 
but too often been men who ought themselves to have been prisoners.’ The Anarchist does 
not agree with that. He would have no prisons at all. But |! am quite sure that if that editor 
himself were put in the prison-keeper's place, he too would turn hard. And the opportunities 


of the official criminal are much greater than those of the unofficial one. Lawyer and 
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governmentalist as he was, Ingersoll said: ‘It is safe to say that governments have- 
committed far more crimes than they have prevented.’ Then why create a second class of 


parasites worse than the first? Why not put up with the original one?” 


All this may be summarised as “the cure is worse than the disease”. And, moreover, it is a 
cure that plainly doesn’t work. Crime is a regular occurrence. Even where there is the 
death penalty people still murder. And one must, of course, ask what it teaches the 
regular citizens when the government engages in legalised slaughter, at home or 
overseas, and contains crooks, both the legal and illegal kind, as a matter of regularity 
and normal practice. (The Conservative government of the UK From 2019-2024 has been 
engulfed in scandal after scandal involving government contracts given to personal 
Friends of ministers and MPs via back channels without any official tender process - as 
but one example.) The regular citizen gets to thinking they are being shafted and told to 
play by the rules at gunpoint whilst the politicians split up the profits between 
themselves and their monied friends who put them there. De Cleyre called property “the 
giant social mistake today” and she was not wrong. But neither was she wrong to say 
that our system of dealing with one another, politically by force and violence, 
economically by exploitation of each other and devil take the hindmost, enshrines 
“imbrutement” at the heart of our incarcerated lives every bit as much as it does the 
denizens of actual prison buildings. One is Forced to agree with her when she states, at 
the end of her “Crime and Punishment” essay: “Let us work for the freedom of man from 
the oppressions which make criminals” — for human beings are only creatures, like any 
other form of life, which react to, and relate to, their environment. IF you create an 
economic and political system intended to exploit, coerce and incarcerate, don’t be 


surprised if some take matters, and morals, into their own hands. (Compare the pirates!) 


1277 


It is that environment, and human responses to it, which Voltairine de Cleyre also 
addresses in an essay “In Defense of Emma Goldman and the Right of Expropriation”. It 
was first delivered a few months after colleague and fellow anarchist Emma Goldman 
had been imprisoned for a speech in New York during the particularly difficult year of 
1893 in which she urged starving workers who could Find no work to “take bread” with 
the implication (which the police did everything possible to play up) that Goldman was 
inciting a riot. This was the First action singularly undertaken by Goldman which brought 
her to Fame (or infamy if you prefer) since her then close Friend Alexander Berkman had 
previously been imprisoned in 1892 for his part in the plot to kill the industrialist Henry 
Clay Frick (which had Failed and in which Goldman had been involved with Berkman). In 
her “defense” de Cleyre uses the opportunity to defend Goldman as a chance to offer 
her own views on the situation of the working person and their societal environment as 


well. 


Voltairine makes the point to begin this essay that it is not very wise to stand up before 


a 


the wealthy, and wealth’s “watch-dogs, the Police”, and to seem to be saying that such 
wealth should be forcibly expropriated in one’s hour of need. OF course, let us not linger 
here on the irony of its Forceable expropriation by the wealthy themselves. Here 
Voltairine diverts into a description of Jesus of Nazareth, whom she would have been 
taught of in depth as a student at a convent school for several years, and refers to him as 
“outlaw”, “beggar-tramp”, “man who set the Right of Property beneath his Foot”, 
“Individual who defied the State”. De Cleyre says that his crime, reflected in the gospel 
accounts and for which he was executed as a criminal, was that the common people 


heard his message with Favour. Of course, the point of this diversion is to argue that this 


was ultimately Goldman's crime as well. Have any beliefs you like, wish For equality, love 
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and harmony throughout the land, dream of bankers stripped of their wealth and 
billionaires reduced to a similar state of penury to your own — just don’t preach it to 
crowds of regular people with obvious positive reaction for then the forces of wealth, 
jealous of their economic and social position, will grind into action to silence you and 
punish you for teaching that inequality of wealth is wrong and that starvation should not 


be the natural consequence of poverty. Consequently: 


“whenever the tongues of the non-possessing class threaten the possessors, whenever the 
disinherited menace the privileged, that moment you will find that the Constitution isn’t 


made for you.” 


Equality, thinks de Cleyre, is a matter of “material conditions”. It is not about paper 
declarations (as in “rights”) or abstract philosophical principles. It is, consequently, 
gaslighting of the highest order to argue that human beings are equal (for example: 
according to “right”) when one human being has ten palaces spread across multiple 
countries they shuttle between via private jet whilst another sleeps in a box and gets 
Food, such as they can Find it, from dumpsters. This world, and the infernal logic which 
creates it, is deliberately manufactured. It is no act of chance or bad luck which makes 
people poor. Capitalist thinking requires people to be poor, to go from day to day, week 
to week and month to month struggling to survive — for if they did not, if they didn’t 
have to worry about food or shelter or clothes, then they might not be Forced to turn up 
at jobs they despise in order to survive. Poverty, then, is not a bug of capitalism: its an 
absolutely necessary feature, an engine of the economic activity it then produces. 
Equality, however, is then just a word and not a material reality. Consequently, Voltairine 


de Cleyre has the following to say: 
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“| think Anarchists make a mistake when they contend for their constitutional rights. As a 
prominent lawyer, Mr. Thomas Earle White, of Philadelphia, himself an Anarchist, said to me 
not long since: ‘What are you going to do about it? Go into the courts, and fight for your 
legal rights? Anarchists haven't got any.’ ‘Well,’ says the governmentalist, ‘you can’t 
consistently claim any. You don't believe in constitutions and laws.’ Exactly so; and if any 
one will right my constitutional wrongs, | will willingly make him a present of my 
constitutional rights. At the same time | am perfectly sure no one will ever make this 
exchange; nor will any help ever come to the wronged class from the outside. Salvation on 
the vicarious plan isn’t worth despising. Redress of wrongs will not come by petitioning ‘the 


7 


powers that be.’ ‘He has rights who dare maintain them.’ ‘The Lord helps them who help 
themselves.’ (And when one is able to help himself, | don’t think he is apt to trouble the Lord 
much for his assistance.) As long as the working people fold hands and pray the gods in 
Washington to give them work, so long they will not get it. So long as they tramp the 
streets, whose stones they lay, whose filth they clean, whose sewers they dig, yet upon 
which they must not stand too long lest the policeman bid them ‘move on’, so long as they 
go from factory to factory, begging for the opportunity to be a slave, receiving the insults of 
bosses and foremen, getting the old ‘No,’ the old shake of the head, in these factories which 
they build, whose machines they wrought; so long as they consent to herd like cattle, in the 
cities, driven year after year, more and more, off the mortgaged land, the land they cleared, 
fertilized, cultivated, rendered of value; so long as they stand shivering, gazing through 
plate glass windows at overcoats, which they made but cannot buy, starving in the midst of 
food they produced but cannot have; so long as they continue to do these things vaguely 
relying upon some power outside themselves, be it god, or priest, or politician, or employer, 
or charitable society, to remedy matters, so long deliverance will be delayed. When they 


conceive the possibility of a complete international federation of labor, whose constituent 
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groups shall take possession of land, mines, factories, all the instruments of production, 
issue their own certificates of exchange, and, in short, conduct their own industry without 
regulative interference from law-makers or employers, then we may hope for the only help 
which counts for aught—self-help; the only condition which can guarantee free speech (and 


no paper guarantee needed).” 


Here in this speech, both intelligent and Fiery, Voltairine makes the point that the only 
guarantor of equality, of wealth for yourself, of the supplying of your needs, is your own 
activity of self-help. This essay imagines to address the topic of “expropriation” after 
Goldman's seeming incitement to the logic of it and de Cleyre is here hardly disagreeing 
with her. Does the hungry human being not have a right to eat? A right? Perhaps not, for 
rights are abstract imaginings not material realities. What is a material reality, however, 
is what Voltairine calls elsewhere “the ethics of the stomach” — and we should expect 
that human beings will naturally Follow the logic of these ethics. What else, in Fact, do 
capitalists do but manipulate such ethics when they offer pay for work? Volktairine, 
however, develops such ethics in the direction of the self-organisation of the individual. 
She knows what the rich in this society are (“blood-drinkers, tearers of human flesh, 
gnawers of human bones”). She knows that, as a consequence, the poor will get nothing 
they do not fight (literally, materially) For. Thus, she counsels not Goldman's taking of 
bread but that people “take counsel with yourselves how to get the power to take 
bread”. This is not merely an individual but a social commentary. She is advising people 
to become a social force, to utilise their cooperative power, for “The authorities do not 
fear you as you are; they only fear what you may become.” They fear, perhaps, the 
intelligent Jewish woman from the Russian Empire lately come to New York and 


preaching the right of expropriation to the enthusiastic approval of the crowd. Such 
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preaching teaches people their power — and the wealthy would not have people realise 


that they have any. Voltairine, however, says: “Strive, then, For power.” 


Here, however, de Cleyre wishes to make a further point in regard to her understanding 
of anarchism — which is not, for her, about telling other people what to do but 
determining For yourself what you will do. (De Cleyre’s constant returning to this and 
similar themes shows she was truly of the view that the anarchist is a self-organiser and 
not primarily an organiser of others. This is to say that she values independence, 
intellectual and moral as well as economic, extremely highly.) So, in explaining why she 
does not simply repeat Goldman’s words “Take bread” as her own clarion call (she asks 
people to work out for themselves how to get the power to take - and so have access to 


— bread), she writes: 


“I, as an Anarchist, have no right to advise another to do anything involving a risk to 
himself; nor would | give a fillip for an action done by the advice of someone else, unless it is 
accompanied by a well-argued, well settled conviction on the part of the person acting, that 
it really is the best thing to do. Anarchism, to me, means not only the denial of authority, 
not only a new economy, but a revision of the principles of morality. 1 means the 
development of the individual, as well as the assertion of the individual. It means self- 
responsibility, and not leader-worship. | say it is your business to decide whether you will 
starve and freeze in sight of food and clothing, outside of jail, or commit some overt act 
against the institution of property and take your place beside Timmermann and Goldman.” 
(Claus Timmermann was an associate of Goldman's who helped hide her for a Few days 


before she was arrested for her speech. He was also arrested.) 
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Voltairine de Cleyre’s view is then that it is up to the individual what they do, whether 
they sit and starve on one side of a plate glass window the other side of which is 
mountains of food or whether they smash the window and take what they can get away 
with. The laws and morals and abstract social understandings, immaterial as they are, are 
not automatic arbiters of much more material concerns. They are merely things 
disseminated among human beings which have the consequence of ordering them in 
certain ways. But why does anyone have a duty to obey them? De Cleyre intimates here 
that they do not: every human being is their own arbiter, their own self-organiser. Life is 
a matter of your own will, your own power and your own self-responsibility. As she then 


says of Emma Goldman towards her close of this essay: 


“the spirit which animates Emma Goldman is the only one which will emancipate the slave 


from his slavery, the tyrant from his tyranny—the spirit which is willing to dare and suffer.” 


Here we note, in a point Goldman herself makes several times, that self-organisation is 
not a royal road strewn with ease and comfort. The road of self-organisation and self- 
responsibility is, simultaneously, the road of daring and suffering. Goldman herself, 
several years later when she was engaged in the fight for birth control, would argue that 
those not prepared to suffer for their ideas are not worthy of them. (She said this shortly 
before a further imprisonment in 1916.) Voltairine here makes a similar point —- and with 
equal commitment to it. In a world of suffering, life is about finding it within yourself to 


be such a person as develops the power, and the spirit, to overcome. 


| mentioned in my introduction of Voltairine de Cleyre some pages ago now that she was 


initiated into anarchism via the pages of Benjamin Tucker's newspaper, Liberty, an 
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individualist anarchist publication — as well as the conclusion to the Haymarket case 
where several anarchists were unjustly put to death. Yet it is also true to say that de 
Cleyre was a “freethinker” and very much attracted to the American “freethought” 
movement of the time. Sharon Presley, in her editorial notes on de Cleyre, puts this 
down to her antipathy to her convent education — which makes a lot of sense. But we see 
the depth of this attachment to freethought more clearly in her essay “The Economic 
Tendency of Freethought” in which de Cleyre’s attachment to an anarchy of the 
independently-minded without gods or masters is particularly well explained. Indeed, on 
page one here Voltairine says “individuality is a thing that cannot be killed” — but this is 
only after she has previously said that “individuality of thought” is “the very citadel of 
Liberty”. Once again we see that Voltairine could not have regarded intellectual and 


moral independence more highly. 


This essay is much enamoured of Thomas Paine’s notion from The Rights of Man, which 
she quotes at the head of her essay as its guiding text, that a new order of thoughts 
brings, and must bring, a new order of things. This is the idea, which | have myself 
discussed elsewhere before, that if one thinks or values differently, then a different kind 
of life must necessarily result. As a freethinker, an independently-minded anarchist, de 


Cleyre was naturally interested in such an idea. Thus, in this essay she argues that: 


“the paramount question of the day is not political, is not religious, but is economic. That 


the crying-out demand of today is for a circle of principles that shall forever make it 


impossible for one man to control another by controlling the means of his existence.” 
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This is to say that the most important question For Voltairine is material independence 
and, in this essay, she looks to the Freethought tradition of which she was a part, and 
which helped form her anarchism, For an answer to this question. Now Freethought was 
thought by some, often religionists, to lead to “Atheism, to the destruction of social and 
civil order, and to the overthrow of government” — as de Cleyre quotes one Cardinal 
Manning, an English Catholic. She completely accepts this accusation in Full. But, of 
course, where the Cardinal sees this as abhorrent, throwing oneself and one’s society 
into chaos, Voltairine sees in it possible economic salvation and the destruction of 


economic tyrants. 


So what then of the “freethought” which leads Voltairine de Cleyre to this conclusion? 
What, at its most basic, is it? Voltairine defines it as: “the right to believe as the evidence, 
coming in contact with the mind, Forces it to believe” and this, to one such as myself with 
a knowledge of pragmatist philosophy, sounds very much like what psychologist and 
philosopher William James was saying in the same time period in essays such as his “The 
Will to Believe” where he talks about it being legitimate For anyone to believe things 
“live enough to tempt their will”. There is more to it than this for James and his 
“pragmatic theory of truth” but the basic idea is very similar: people are engaging in 
legitimate behaviour when they make up their own minds about matters at hand, based 
on their conceptions of the information and experience they have available to them, 
such that they come to the conclusion they cannot believe anything else than that which 
they Find themselves actually believing. Subsequent events, or new information, we may 
hope, may change their minds, of course (though we should not so much think of this as 
a matter of “thinking will” but of views one finds oneself inhabited by and so unable to 


refute according to their own logic) but this is to be understood of any belief, properly so 
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regarded. Put more simply, we might then argue that this amounts to “people have a 
right to believe that of which they Find themselves convinced” and this, Fundamentally, 
emphasises the importance of intellectual and moral autonomy for the individual in 
Freethought because, of course, none of this means any belief so held will necessarily be 
validated by the thought of others or of further experience or new information one 
gains For oneself. It does mean, however, that Freethinkers, in this sense, value the right 
to independent thought even whilst implicitly acknowledging that all thought is 


ultimately contingent and a hostage to Future knowledge or awareness. 


In Voltairine’s own time and place society was still largely dictated, intellectually and 
morally, by Christian beliefs (as it still is, in Fact, in the humorously self-described “land of 
the Free” where anyone hoping to be President, even someone as obviously duplicitous 
and self-serving as Trump, must pretend to believe that god exists and go through 
various head-nodding hypocrisies as a result) and so it is natural that her expression and 
use of Freethought in this essay would address the question of god. But de Cleyre has a 
specific material reason for addressing this issue besides the abstract one for she states 


that: 


“upon that one idea of supreme authority is based every tyranny that was ever formulated. 
Why? Because, if God is, no human being, no thing that lives, ever had a right! He simply had 
a privilege, bestowed, granted, conferred, gifted to him, for such a length of time as God 


sees fit.” 


That is, that God exists is Functionally the basis, in this thinking, of ALL authority. The 


State, for example, is really only the idea of god humanised and set among human 
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relations. A patriarchal father or a boss or a president or a king is little else but a human 
god. IF you admit god then you admit the concept of god, a concept which can be applied 
elsewhere in other contexts too. This is why a common anarchist slogan is “no gods, no 
masters” in fact. The slogan seeks to remind the conscientious anarchist to wipe the very 
idea of such things From their minds as possibilities. God is the authoritarian principle 
writ large and de Cleyre conceives herself that “no human being who observes and 


reflects can admit a supreme tyrant and preserve his self-respect.” 


Voltairine moves from god to addressing Cardinal Manning's assertion that Freethought 
leads “to the overthrow of government”. In this particular essay, written in 1890 and so 
at the very start of her writing career, Voltairine is addressing the freethinking audience 
more than the anarchist one and so she does not presume to imagine that most 
freethinkers might also come to this conclusion. No doubt several freethinkers, 
imagining their Freethought compatible with polite society and governmental order, 
would have shrunk back at the suggestion. Voltairine de Cleyre, the freethinker and 
anarchist, does not, however. In the State, brought to life through the actions of 
government, de Cleyre sees something every bit as despotic as the god who would damn 
to hell. Here her thoughts and feelings in regard to the Haymarket anarchists, put to 
death for crimes no one could reasonably assert they were guilty for (in other words, 
they were put to death for simply being anarchists and not as a result of crimes proven), 


comes to the Fore in some powerful rhetoric: 


“But is it a strong State, a brave State, a conscience-proud State, whose authority demands 
the death of five creatures? Is the scaffold better than the faggot? Is it a very free mind 


which will read that infamous editorial in the Chicago ‘Herald’: ‘It is not necessary to hold 
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that Parsons was legally, rightfully, or wisely hanged: he was mightily hanged. The State, 
the sovereign, need give no reasons; the State need abide by no law; the State is the law!'"— 
to read that and applaud, and set the Cain-like curse upon your forehead and the red 
‘damned spot’ upon your hand? Do you know what you do?—Craven, you worship the fiend, 
Authority, again! True, you have not the ghosts, the incantations, the paraphernalia and 
mummery of the Church. No: but you have the ‘precedents,’ the ‘be it enacteds,’ the red- 
tape, the official uniforms of the State; and you are just as bad a slave to statecraft as your 
Irish Catholic neighbor is to popecraft. Your Government becomes your God, from whom 
you accept privileges, and in whose hands all rights are vested. Once more the individual 
has no rights; once more intangible, irresponsible authority assumes the power of deciding 
what is right and what is wrong. Once more the race must labor under just such restricted 
conditions as the law—the voice of the Authority, the governmentalist’s bible—shall 
dictate. Once more it says: ‘You who have not meat, be grateful that you have bread; many 
are not allowed even so much. You who work sixteen hours a day, be glad it is not twenty; 
many have not the privilege to work. You who have not fuel, be thankful that you have 
shelter; many walk the street! And you, street-walkers, be grateful that there are well- 
lighted dens of the city; in the country you might die upon the roadside. Goaded human 
race! Be thankful for your goad. Be submissive to the Lord, and kiss the hand that lashes 
you!’ Once more misery is the diet of the many, while the few receive, in addition to their 
rights, those rights of their fellows which government has wrested from them. Once more 
the hypothesis is that the Government, or Authority, or God in his other form, owns all the 


rights, and grants privileges according to its sweet will.” 


The State, and its animus in the world, government, is also a god —- and just as 


undesirable, as despicable, as a result. But Voltairine is not yet done: 
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“Government is as unreal, as intangible, as unapproachable as God. Try it, if you don’t 
believe it. Seek through the legislative halls of America and find, if you can, the 
Government. In the end you will be doomed to confer with the agent, as before. Why, you 
have the statutes! Yes, but the statutes are not the government; where is the power that 
made the statutes? Oh, the legislators! Yes, but the legislator, per se, has no more power to 
make a law for me than | for him. | want the power that gave him the power. | shall talk 
with him; | go to the White House; | say: ‘Mr. Harrison, are you the government?’ ‘No, 
madam, | am its representative.’ ‘Well, where is the principal?—Who is the government?’ 
‘The people of the United States.’ ‘The whole people?’ ‘The whole people.’ ‘You, then, are 
the representative of the people of the United States. May | see your certificate of 
authorization?’ ‘Well, no; | have none. | was elected.’ ‘Elected by whom? the whole people?’ 
‘Oh, no. By some of the people,—some of the voters.’ (Mr. Harrison being a pious 
Presbyterian, he would probably add: ‘The majority vote of the whole was for another man, 
but | had the largest electoral vote.’) ‘Then you are the representative of the electoral 
college, not of the whole people, nor the majority of the people, nor even a majority of the 
voters. But suppose the largest number of ballots cast had been for you: you would 
represent the majority of the voters, | suppose. But the majority, sir, is not a tangible thing; 
it is an unknown quantity. An agent is usually held accountable to his principals. If you do 
not know the individuals who voted for you, then you do not know for whom you are acting, 
nor to whom you are accountable. If any body of persons has delegated to you any 
authority, the disposal of any right or part of a right (supposing a right to be transferable), 
you must have received it from the individuals composing that body; and you must have 
some means of learning who those individuals are, or you cannot know for whom you act, 


and you are utterly irresponsible as an agent. 
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‘Furthermore, such a body of voters can not give into your charge any rights but their own; 
by no possible jugglery of logic can they delegate the exercise of any function which they 
themselves do not control. If any individual on earth has a right to delegate his powers to 
whomsoever he chooses, then every other individual has an equal right; and if each has an 
equal right, then none can choose an agent for another, without that other’s consent. 
Therefore, if the power of government resides in the whole people, and out of that whole 
all but one elected you as their agent, you would still have no authority whatever to act for 
the one. The individuals composing the minority who did not appoint you have just the same 
rights and powers as those composing the majority who did; and if they prefer not to 
delegate them at all, then neither you, nor any one, has any authority whatever to coerce 
them into accepting you, or any one, as their agent—for upon your own basis the coercive 
authority resides, not in the majority, not in any proportion of the people, but in the whole 


people.’ 


Hence ‘the overthrow of government’ as a coercive power, thereby denying God in another 


form.” 


“Government”, in this argument, doesn’t actually exist and where people claim to act in 
its name they do so illegitimately, forcing themselves on those who neither elected 
them nor delegated any rights to them - and largely oblivious of those who did. The 
whole idea and procedure is here a sham and “electoral democracy” is revealed as a 


scheme to rob people of their power and, eventually, their wealth as well. 
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This leads nicely into the discussion of “social and civil order” which Cardinal Manning 
also charged freethought destroyed. But what of this “order”? It is to be assumed, of 


course, that de Cleyre does not imagine it as the Cardinal does: 


“Subvert the social and civil order! Aye, | would destroy, to the last vestige, this mockery of 


order, this travesty upon justice! 


Break up the home? Yes, every home that rests on slavery! Every marriage that represents 
the sale and transfer of the individuality of one of its parties to the other! Every institution, 
social or civil, that stands between man and his right; every tie that renders one a master, 
another a serf; every law, every statute, every be-it-enacted that represents tyranny; 
everything you call American privilege that can only exist at the expense of international 
right. Now cry out, ‘Nihilist— disintegrationist!’ Say that | would isolate humanity, reduce 
society to its elemental state, make men savage! It is not true. But rather than see this 
devastating, cankering, enslaving system you call social order go on, rather than help to 
keep alive the accursed institutions of Authority, | would help to reduce every fabric in the 


social structure to its native element.” 


IF one is in a societal prison one does not utter words of care and concern if one prates 
that at least here behind prison walls we are safe From the machinations of the free 
people outside. De Cleyre sees in the social organisation of human beings something 
authoritarian and abusive and so, of course, she wishes its destruction. Instead, she 
argues that “true economy lies in Liberty - whether it be in thought or action” and this 
harks back to the notion, discussed in other of her essays, that true social Formation, the 


most productive and Fulfilling social formation, is based on the freedom of the individual 
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parts. She writes, as one can imagine someone who was a reader of Tucker’s Liberty 


saying: 


“It is not slavery that has made men unite for cooperative effort. It is not slavery that 
produced the means of transportation, communication, production, and exchange, and all 
the thousand and one economic, or what ought to be economic, contrivances of civilization. 


No—nor is it government. It is Self-interest.” 


Was this not also what drove on the pirates with their own social egoism? Give people 
their Freedom, let them think and act as they will; that is the only way to produce truly 


uncoerced and genuine associations. 


Nowhere was Voltairine de Cleyre’s desire for free and autonomous individuality seen 
more clearly than in her feminism. At the time she wrote, as we also see in the writing of 
Emma Goldman, the situation of women was parlous. A woman either had to be the wife 
of some husband, providing children and housekeeping services for free in order to 
survive, or hope to find meagre, difficult and underpaid work which may not have been 
enough to keep head above water in a world in which women were undervalued as 
human beings. The economic realities of life thus fell even harder on women and their 
lives were coerced even more than those of men not least since they had no political 
representation either in the main. In this situation, Voltairine de Cleyre’s voice is once 
again brave and stark. She demands not rights to vote and parity with men but, as 
Sharon Presley describes, “an end to gender roles, the right (for women) to control their 
own lives and destinies completely, the right to be free and autonomous individuals.” 


This, of course, threatens many institutions of society in its radicality and is an example 
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of the new thinking which must bring new forms from the last essay | discussed. 
Ultimately, Voltairine’s ideas about the freedom and independence of women beg the 
greatest of questions and call for a reconstitution of human relationships in their 
entirety. But this should not surprise us when anarchism is the philosophy of the denial 
of undesired human authority over others. Voltairine de Cleyre is one who insists upon 


this and so pronounces herself Fundamentally in favour of human autonomy. 


She does this, for example, in one of a Few feminist essays of hers | will interact with as | 
approach the finish of my appraisal of her views. In “Those Who Marry Do IIL” (Voltairine 
was virulently opposed to marriage as one reading of her strong support for personal 
autonomy should not be surprised to find out) she argues that “the free individual” is a 


growing ideal in the progression of human thought when she writes: 


“What is the growing ideal of human society, unconsciously indicated and consciously 
discerned and illuminated? By all the readings of progress, this indication appears to be the 
free individual; a society whose economic, political, social, and sexual organization shall 
secure and constantly increase the scope of being to its several units; whose solidarity and 
continuity depend upon the free attraction of its component parts, and in no wise upon 


compulsory forms.” 


Here the idea that freedom best secures solidarity is once again present and so this acts 
as yet another assertion that it is in autonomy that the best, and most desirable, 
associations are to be Found. So important, in fact, does de Cleyre find this assertion that 
there is no hope for Further agreement about other issues unless this point first be 


accepted. “Those Who Marry Do Ill” was First presented at a debate in which one speaker 
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spoke in Favour of marriage and Voltairine responded with her diatribe against it. As 
such, her whole argument stands on the notion that that society is best which is based 


precisely on “the Free individual” — and that in economic, political, social and sexual ways. 


What Voltairine detests about marriage — something she calls here “disgustingly vulgar” 
which |, for reasons unknown, find heartily amusing — is that it is a “permanent 
dependent relationship”. This she imagines “detrimental to the growth of individual 


character”. Having once thought that marriage “for love” was worthy, she now says: 


“Nowadays | would say that | prefer to see a marriage based purely on business 
considerations, than a marriage based on love. That is not because | am in the least 
concerned for the success of the marriage, but because | am concerned with the success of 
love. And | believe that the easiest, surest and most applicable method of killing love is 
marriage—marriage as | have defined it. | believe that the only way to preserve love in 
anything like the ecstatic condition which renders it worthy of a distinctive name— 
otherwise it is either lust or simply friendship—is to maintain the distances. Never allow 
love to be vulgarized by the common indecencies of continuous close communion. Better be 


in familiar contempt of your enemy than of the one you love.” 


This is mightily interesting to me given the stated topics of this book — sex and politics — 
for it posits that a healthy human being, as the basis for any society or series of 
associations, is one fundamentally possessed of their own independence. As will 
probably already have been seen in previous chapters of this book, | am hardly against 
such an idea myself in any case. A love based on free associations made by autonomous 


people utilising their own, uncoerced agency is pretty much exactly what | was pulling 


1294 


for earlier in this book anyway. De Cleyre here argues this is better For love — and | don’t 
at all disagree with her. But she also argues it is better For people as individuals and for 
any society they make up as well. It is not, as some might imagine, the argument that 
people should live as celibates but that people should have autonomy over their 


sexuality. Therefore, she says: 


“1! would have people regard all their normal instincts in a normal way, neither gluttonizing 
nor starving them, neither exalting them beyond their true service nor denouncing them as 
servitors of evil, both of which mankind are wont to do in considering the sexual passion. In 
short, | would have men and women so arrange their lives that they shall always, at all 
times, be free beings in this regard as in all others. The limit of abstinence or indulgence can 
be fixed by the individual alone, what is normal for one being excess for another, and what 


is excess at one period of life being normal at another.” 


This sounds somewhat like de Cleyre’s thoughts in regard to forms of anarchism in that 
the basic thought here is “no compulsion” (which was a problem when de Cleyre wrote 
sexually in that women were perceived, as Goldman writes about, as sexual possessions 
either owned by their husbands or bought for a price by others) in the matter of 
sexuality. Simply let people decide for themselves how much sex is appropriate to them, 
what they want and what they need, without being compelled, or compelling, anyone to 
indulge and all will be good. This goes along, however, with all of the varieties of 
“independence” of which Voltairine de Cleyre conceives and not least here, of course, is 
the economic. Thus she writes that “The necessity For food, shelter, and raiment, it 
should at all times lie within the individual's power to furnish For himself” in this essay 


whilst also regarding her view (expressed elsewhere) that those engaged in romantic 
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partnerships should always live apart. She is making here an argument for 
“independence” in every Facet of human life simply put and gives examples of how being 
Forced to live with others causes all kinds of enmity, strife and even murder. People are 
not the same (which is obvious but true) and so Voltairine would have people live their 
own lives free of “resignation and self-suppression” and satisfy their appetites as suits 
them best without the coercions of romance, Family or social respect. She does not 
imagine this will effect any children involved too much, believing individual, dual or 
communal homes provide equally suitable surroundings For children, “an atmosphere of 


freedom and independent strength”, being the important thing. 


Consequently, she ends this essay by saying: 


“That love and respect may last, | would have unions rare and impermanent. That life may 
grow, | would have men and women remain separate personalities. Have no common 
possessions with your lover more than you might freely have with one not your lover. 
Because | believe that marriage stales love, brings respect into contempt, outrages all the 


privacies and limits the growth of both parties, | believe that ‘they who marry do ill.” 


Women, of course, and as Voltairine explains in “The Case of Woman Versus Orthodoxy”, 
are not taught to be independent. They are taught to be subservient to men and to obey 
them, to regard them as the natural leaders and the most intelligent people in the room. 
Even today one will find conservatives on social media who teach that women should 
literally obey men because one is a man and one is a woman. In her own time and place 
Voltairine knows this very well. Speaking of this “orthodoxy” and how it is created she 


says: 
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“there ever has been, there never will be, anything for them (i.e. women) in orthodoxy but 
slavery. And whether that slavery is of the sordid, gloomy, leaden, work-a-day sort or of the 
gilded toy-shop variety, whether it be the hard toil and burden of workwomen or the 
canary-bird style of the upper classes, who neither toil nor spin, the undertone and the 
overtone are still the same: ‘Be in subjection; for such is the Lord’s will.’ In order to maintain 
this ideal of the relation of master and of subject between men and women, a different 
method of education, a different code of morals and a different sphere exertion were 
mapped out for women, because of their sex, without reference to individual qualifications. 
If a horse is designed to draw wheels because it is a horse, so have women been allotted 
certain tasks, mostly menial, because they are women. The majority of men actually hold to 
that analogy, and without in the least believing themselves tyrannical or meddle-some, 
conceived themselves to be justified in making a tremendous row if the horse attempted to 
get over the traces... by inculcating a scheme of morals which made obedience the first 
virtue, suppression of the will in deference to her husband (or father, or brother, or, failing 
these, her nearest male relative) the first deduction therefrom, by a plan of education 
which omitted all of those branches of knowledge which require the application of reason 
and of judgment, by all of these deprivals of the tools of thinking the sphere was 


circumscribed and guarded well.” 


As ever here Voltairine holds to an iron law of material necessity: 


“Material conditions determine the social relations of men and women; and if material 
conditions are such as to make these relations impossible of maintenance, they will be 
compelled to assume others... What no amount of unseasonable preaching can accomplish 


material necessity will force even in the face of sermons to the contrary.” 
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“The basis of independence and of individuality is bread. As long as wives take bread from 
husbands because they are not capable of getting it in any other way, so long will the 
decree obtain: ‘Thy desire shall be to thy husband, and he shall rule over thee,’ so long will 


all talk about political ‘rights’ be empty vagaries, hopeless crying against the wind.” 


As a consequence, of course, it is “the right of self-maintenance” that de Cleyre teaches 
as antidote to all this, the complete and total destruction of any orthodox understanding 
of hierarchical male-female relations which create dependency of one on the other. This 
is about “full, Free development of natural bent” and Fully against “social prejudice”. And 
there are consequences. For example, as de Cleyre then writes in an essay titled “The 
Woman Question” (which is Oldspeak for what is today called Feminism or women’s 


rights), “The spirit of marriage makes for slavery.” In the same essay she goes on to add: 


“the home in its present form must go. ... Meanwhile | would strongly advise every woman 
contemplating sexual union of any kind, never to live together with the man you love, in the 


sense of renting a house or rooms, and becoming his housekeeper. 


As to the children, seeing the number of infants who die, the alarm is rather hypocritical; 
but, ignoring this consideration, first of all it should be the business of women to study sex, 
and control parentage—never to have a child unless you want it, and never to want it 
(selfishly, for the pleasure of having a pretty plaything), unless you, yourself alone, are able 


to provide for it.” 


What is especially noteworthy of this last point is that de Cleyre herself did give birth to 


a child, a son, in 1890 — and after the birth she handed him over to his father, with whom 
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she was no longer in relationship, in order that he might bring up the child. From then 


until her death in 1912 she took no part in his upbringing. 


We can only speculate on why she did that. Perhaps she thought herself of the wrong 
temperament to bring up a child. Perhaps she Figured the Father could better support it 
(since Voltairine herself was of ill health and never Far above poverty). What is certain is 
that she would have seen absolutely nothing philosophically or morally wrong with it. As 
her noteworthy essay “Sex Slavery” demonstrates, de Cleyre was absolutely no 


supporter of stereotypical gender roles: 


“Look how your children grow up. Taught from their earliest infancy to curb their love 
natures—restrained at every turn! Your blasting lies would even blacken a child's kiss. Little 
girls must not be tomboyish, must not go barefoot, must not climb trees, must not learn to 
swim, must not do anything they desire to do which Madame Grundy has decreed 
‘improper.’ Little boys are laughed at as effeminate, silly girl-boys if they want to make 
patchwork or play with a doll. Then when they grow up, ‘Oh! Men don’t care for home or 
children as women do!’ Why should they, when the deliberate effort of your life has been to 
crush that nature out of them. ‘Women can’t rough it like men.’ Train any animal, or any 
plant, as you train your girls, and it won't be able to rough it either. Now will somebody tell 
me why either sex should hold a corner on athletic sports? Why any child should not have 


free use of its limbs?” 


Once more the enemy is “orthodoxy”, social expectation, gender roles, marriage, 
hierarchy — and we see here what de Cleyre thinks of them. We see it too in her “remedy” 


For all this social coercion: Liberty! She writes: 
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“Now for the remedy. It is in one word, the only word that ever brought equity anywhere— 
LIBERTY! Centuries upon centuries of liberty is the only thing that will cause the 
disintegration and decay of these pestiferous ideas. Liberty was all that calmed the blood- 
waves of religious persecution! You cannot cure serfhood by any other substitution. Not for 


you to say ‘in this way shall the race love.’ Let the race alone... 


As for the final outcome, it matters not one iota. | have my ideal, and it is very pure, and 
very sacred to me. But yours, equally sacred, may be different and we may both be wrong. 
But certain am | that with free contract, that form of sexual association will survive which is 
best adapted to time and place, thus producing the highest evolution of the type. Whether 
that shall be monogamy, variety, or promiscuity matters naught to us; it is the business of 


the future, to which we dare not dictate.” 


Voltairine is very magnanimous here but then we should expect this for she teaches 
moral independence as well as economic. Again the idea is very simple: let people, 
women as well as men, decide their own sexual relations for themselves without 
coercion. Allow people to make and break their own sexual associations as they wish. 
This is not a Fight, incidentally, that is remotely over in a world in which conservatives 
both repeal old laws and create new ones that control women’s sexuality and women’s 
bodies whilst, at the same time, trying to make it impossible to live in certain ways or as 
certain things (basically any form of LGBTQIA). Authoritarianism, that against which 
Voltairine de Cleyre dedicated her life, is still very much in evidence in regard to sex and 
gender — and especially diversity of the same. It draws clear lines and intends to punish 
or make suffer those who transgress them. And that is why anyone who loves liberty and 


possesses personal autonomy MUST transgress them and support those others who do. 
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But this, as Voltairine maintains in “The Political Equality of Woman’, is not a matter of 
“rights” but of “power”. (“Power” in this sense needs a little explanation but | shall come 


to that shortly in closing.) De Cleyre writes: 


“Natural rights! They do not exist. 


Created equal! Absurdity. 


You have a ‘natural right to life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.’ So has a sheep, or a 
potato, and you do most tyrannically deny it when you eat them. You smile at this, and 


# 


complacently continue to eat, remarking, calmly, ‘Oh, it is a sheep.’ ‘Precisely,’ smiles back 


the iconoclast of ‘natural rights,’ ‘and you are a woman.’ The sheep has no rights which you 
are bound to respect, because it has no power to force you to respect them. Nature’s ideals 
are not rights, but powers. According to her the master class alone has ‘rights,’ and the 
struggle for rights is a struggle for the division of power; only when the power is obtained 
do the rights exist. To illustrate: A man has a ‘right’ to live, it is said; but place this man 
without capital or opportunity to work, as thousands are placed to-day, and what becomes 


of his right to live? He has no power to live, and must therefore starve. The same inexorable 


logic applies to woman.” 


This point is built upon thematically in one of Voltairine’s Final essays, with which | will 
close my thoughts on her ideas, First presented in January 1912 and later published by 
Emma Goldman's Mother Earth as a pamphlet titled “Direct Action”. In “Direct Action” 
Voltairine wishes to contrast two forms of activity - the aforementioned “direct action” 


and “political action”. The former is any action a person takes for themselves on their 
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own behalf. The latter is action that goes through “political channels” or, especially in 
this context, action in which one passes it off to another to act For you. Those who have 
read the last fifty odd pages with due care and attention will already know which one de 
Cleyre Favours here. One concern in this essay of de Cleyre’s is then that people not 
misunderstand “direct action” as simply “violence”. This was a popular misconception in 
de Cleyre’s era, not least because some Few anarchists were violent. But the point de 
Cleyre and others made is that anarchism and violence are not simply synonyms for each 
other. This, in fact, was a gross distortion of the truth — and one popular newspapers 
loved to print and reprint at will. To the contrary, then, de Cleyre sets out to show that 


“direct action” is something quite different: 


“Every person who ever thought he had a right to assert, and went boldly and asserted it, 
himself, or jointly with others that shared his convictions, was a direct actionist. Some thirty 
years ago | recall that the Salvation Army was vigorously practising direct action in the 
maintenance of the freedom of its members to speak, assemble, and pray. Over and over 
they were arrested, fined, and imprisoned; but they kept right on singing, praying, and 
marching, till they finally compelled their persecutors to let them alone. The Industrial 
Workers are now conducting the same fight, and have, in a number of cases, compelled the 
Officials to let them alone by the same direct tactics. Every person who ever had a plan to 
do anything, and went and did it, or who laid his plan before others, and won their co- 
operation to do it with him, without going to external authorities to please do the thing for 


them, was a direct actionist. All co-operative experiments are essentially direct action. 


Every person who ever in his life had a difference with anyone to settle, and went straight 


to the other persons involved to settle it, either by a peaceable plan or otherwise, was a 
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direct actionist. Examples of such action are strikes and boycotts; many persons will recall 
the action of the housewives of New York who boycotted the butchers, and lowered the 
price of meat; at the present moment a butter boycott seems looming up, as a direct reply 


to the price-makers for butter. 


These actions are generally not due to any one’s reasoning overmuch on the respective 
merits of directness or indirectness, but are the spontaneous retorts of those who feel 
oppressed by a situation. In other words, all people are, most of the time, believers in the 
principle of direct action, and practicers of it. However, most people are also indirect or 
political actionists. And they are both these things at the same time, without making much 
of an analysis of either. There are only a limited number of persons who eschew political 
action under any and all circumstances; but there is nobody, nobody at all, who has ever 


been so ‘impossible’ as to eschew direct action altogether.” 


Direct action, then, far from simply being violence, is nothing more complex than acting 
directly on your own behalf. It is even practised, in a completely non-violent way, by 
pacifists who do not believe in violence at all. Here it is not that direct action means non- 
violence; it is that direct action simply means acting on your own behalf regardless of 
means. As such, “direct action has always been used, and has the historical sanction of 
the very people now reprobating it.” What's more, when we analyse history we see its 
necessity For, as de Cleyre notes, “political action is never taken, nor even contemplated, 
until slumbering minds have first been aroused by direct acts of protest against existing 
conditions.” Here, then, we may repeat the truism that no “rights” worth a damn were 
ever gained that did not at first rely on the direct action (i.e. “Dower” as was referred to 


in the previous essay | discussed) of those seeking said rights. Power, that is, comes 
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logically before rights and forever must for it is power (direct action) which gains rights 
and nothing else ever did. Perhaps we see now why Volktairine de Cleyre has been 
hammering home the virtue of independence, moral and material, so consistently 
throughout her career and striking at those morals, social conditions and material 


circumstances which constrain it? 


Such direct action, such use of one’s power to act upon the material and moral worlds, is 


NECESSARY for: 


“It is by and because of the direct acts of the forerunners of social change, whether they be 
of peaceful or warlike nature, that the Human Conscience, the conscience of the mass, 
becomes aroused to the need for change. It would be very stupid to say that no good results 
are ever brought about by political action; sometimes good things do come about that way. 
But never until individual rebellion, followed by mass rebellion, has forced it. Direct action is 
always the clamorer, the initiator, through which the great sum of indifferentists become 


aware that oppression is getting intolerable.” 


It is, then, direct action, the activation and use of one’s power and capacity to act, which 
is the difference maker. It is the Fact of one’s independence, and one’s willingness to act 
in independence for oneself, which creates “rights” and ANY personal or social liberty. It 
is precisely this, in Fact, which gave the pirates their moments in the sun and it will 
always be this which gives anyone else theirs too. You can, in Fact, be sure that your 
oppressors use their direct action, their power, against you — for why else are you 
oppressed? It is not merely some natural fact that you must be. It was created by the 


direct action of others. Thus, as de Cleyre asserts: 
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“Nearly all the laws which were originally framed with the intention of benefiting the 
workers, have either turned into weapons in their enemies’ hands, or become dead letters 
unless the workers through their organizations have directly enforced their observance. So 


that in the end, it is direct action that has to be relied on anyway.” 


Direct action, then, acting in the power of one’s independence, is and will always be the 
key to not simply personal freedom but also social Freedom as well. Here de Cleyre 


warns, in fact, about the pitfalls of political, or indirect, action when she says: 


“the evil of pinning faith to indirect action is far greater than any... minor results. The main 
evil is that it destroys initiative, quenches the individual rebellious spirit, teaches people to 
rely on someone else to do for them what they should do for themselves; finally renders 
organic the anomalous idea that by massing supineness together until a majority is 
acquired, then through the peculiar magic of that majority, this supineness is to be 


transformed into energy.” 


Consequently: 


“They (i.e. the workers) must learn that if they want to win battles, all allied workers must 
act together, act quickly (serving no notice on bosses), and retain their freedom to do so at 
all times. And finally they must learn that even then (when they have a complete 
organization) they can win nothing permanent unless they strike for everything—not for a 
wage, not for a minor improvement, but for the whole natural wealth of the earth. And 
proceed to the direct expropriation of it all! They must learn that their power does not lie in 


their voting strength, that their power lies in their ability to stop production... 
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what the working-class can do, when once they grow into a solidified organization, is to 
show the possessing class, through a sudden cessation of all work, that the whole social 
structure rests on them; that the possessions of the others are absolutely worthless to them 
without the workers’ activity; that such protests, such strikes, are inherent in the system of 
property and will continually recur until the whole thing is abolished—and having shown 


that effectively, proceed to expropriate.” 


“Act in your own independence, act in, through and for your own power” — this is 
ultimately the message of Voltairine de Cleyre. Or, as she puts it herself in “Direct 


Action”: 


“the forces of life will continue to revolt against their economic chains. There will be no 
cessation in that revolt, no matter what ticket men vote or fail to vote, until the chains are 


broken... 


Life cries to live, and Property denies its freedom to live; and Life will not submit. And 
should not submit.” 

According to anarchist historian lain Mackay in his book Property is Theft! A PierreJoseph 
Proudhon Anthology, from the works and activity of French anarchist socialist Pierre- 
Joseph Proudhon (it is important here to get the terms right and so to note that 
Proudhon was an anarchist kind of socialist) “the libertarian movement was born: that 
Form of socialism based on ‘the denial of Government and of Property’.” (“Libertarian” 


here does not mean what it means today for a crypto bro or some dude in Fatigues who 


has built himself a compound and filled it Full of guns and a year’s supply of baked beans. 
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It means what it originally meant — a social Form of organisation free of government, a 
synonym for “anarchist”.) As another historian of anarchism, George Woodcock, writes, 
and as Mackay then also quotes him: 

“What is Property?’ (Proudhon’s first text in which he calls himself an anarchist in all 
seriousness, subsequently suggested by others to be the first case of such a thing) embraces 
the core of nineteenth century anarchism... all the rest of later anarchism is there, spoken 
or implied: the conception of a free society united by association, of workers controlling the 
means of production. Later Proudhon was to elaborate other aspects: the working class 
political struggle as a thing of its own, federalism and decentralism as a means of re- 
shaping society, the commune and the industrial association as the important units of 
human intercourse, the end of frontiers and nations. But ‘What is Property?’... remains the 
foundation on which the whole edifice of nineteenth century anarchist theory was to be 


constructed.” 


Mackay then adds that, “(Proudhon’s) work marks the beginning of anarchism as a 
named socio-economic theory.” Proudhon, we might then say, had lots of ideas over 
about a 25 year period which would go on, most especially in the social anarchist milieu, 
to become the basis of what is regarded as “anarchism”. He was anti-property, anti- 
capital and anti-State. He spoke to self-organising working practices, self-organising 
communes (civil and political entities) and to decentralised social organising and 
Federation. He saw that both state and property were oppressive ideas and that, indeed, 
they were linked. He was also anti-capitalist and, as the following quotation shows, had a 
sophisticated conception of multiple, interlocking and inter-related Fields of oppression 


upon the social human being: 
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“Capital... in the political field is analogous to government... The economic idea of 
capitalism, the politics of government or of authority, and the theological idea of the 
Church are three identical ideas, linked in various ways. To attack one of them is equivalent 
to attacking all of them... What capital does to labour, and the State to liberty, the Church 
does to the spirit. This trinity of absolutism is as baneful in practice as it is in philosophy. 
The most effective means for oppressing the people would be simultaneously to enslave its 


body, its will and its reason.” 


Proudhon wasn’t just a person who diagnosed problems, however. He was Full of ideas 
For solutions. He had ideas for providing people with free credit and imagined mutualist 
banks. He suggested work be organised according to Free associations of workers in self- 
organising collectives or cooperatives. He thought that workers should own and run 
their work places. Proudhon today is regarded as someone who was basically a 
“mutualist” which, simply explained, is his way of saying that people can run things For 
themselves just fine without being ordered about by some designated supreme leader 


or supreme leader institution. As someone else Mackay quotes has it: 


“Proudhon ‘was working actively to replace capitalist statism with an anti-state socialism in 
which workers manage their own affairs without exploitation or subordination by a 


revolution from below’.” 


Proudhon’s anarchist career begins with his seminal text What is Property?. Here, to 
Facetiously summarise its argument, he argues that “property” is a pain in the ass for 
anyone except an owner of property in a specifically legal sense — because such a one is 


the only kind of person who can benefit from and exploit it. (Legality, of course, brings in 
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the apparatus of the State — but that is exactly part of the point as we shall see.) IF the 
concept of “legal property” be accepted (which, of course, requires a State and its 
apparatus to invent and enforce such legality) then you institute all kinds of unpleasant 
and undesirable forms of oppression and coercion. Early on in the argument of What is 
Property?, in fact, Proudhon, being concerned with “justice” as the basis for his 
understanding of his social argument, mentions three very bad ideas (something he 
himself calls “the three Fundamental principles of modern society”). They are despotism 
(“sovereignty of the human will”), inequality and property. But, as his wider argument 
also shows, property is itself a despotism and property it is which causes, maintains and 
even extends inequality. At this point | shall leave it to lain Mackay to explain Proudhon’s 


take on property and the exploitation in which it is Fundamentally involved: 


“ON PROPERTY 


Proudhon’s analysis of property was seminal. The distinction he made between use rights 
and property rights, possession and property, laid the ground for both libertarian and 
Marxist communist perspectives. It also underlay his analysis of exploitation and his vision 


of a libertarian society. Even Marx admitted its power: 


‘Proudhon makes a critical investigation—the first resolute, ruthless, and at the same time 
scientific investigation—of the basis of political economy, private property. This is the great 
scientific advance he made, an advance which revolutionises political economy and for the 


first time makes a real science of political economy possible.’ 
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Proudhon’s critique rested on two key concepts. Firstly, property allowed the owner to 
exploit its user (‘property is theft’). Secondly, that property created authoritarian and 
oppressive social relationships between the two (‘property is despotism’). These are 
interrelated, as it is the relations of oppression that property creates which allows 
exploitation to happen and the appropriation of our common heritage by the few gives the 
rest little alternative but to agree to such domination and let the owner appropriate the 


fruits of their labour. 


Proudhon’s genius and the power of his critique was that he took all the defences of, and 
apologies for, property and showed that, logically, they could be used to attack that 
institution. By treating them as absolute and universal as its apologists treated property 


itself, he showed that they undermined property rather than supported it. 


To claims that property was a natural right, he explained that the essence of such rights 
was their universality and that private property ensured that this right could not be 
extended to all. To those who argued that property was required to secure liberty, 
Proudhon rightly objected that ‘if the liberty of man is sacred, it is equally sacred in all 
individuals; that, if it needs property for its objective action, that is, for its life, the 
appropriation of material is equally necessary for all.’ To claims that labour created 
property, he noted that most people have no property to labour on and the product of such 
labour was owned by capitalists and landlords rather than the workers who created it. As 
for occupancy, he argued that most owners do not occupy all the property they own while 


those who do use and occupy it do not own it. 
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Proudhon showed that the defenders of property had to choose between self-interest and 
principle, between hypocrisy and logic. If it is right for the initial appropriation of resources 
to be made (by whatever preferred rationale) then, by that very same reason, it is right for 
others in the same and subsequent generations to abolish private property in favour of a 
system which respects the liberty of all rather than a few (‘If the right of life is equal, the 
right of labour is equal, and so is the right of occupancy.’) This means that ‘those who do 
not possess today are proprietors by the same title as those who do possess; but instead of 
inferring therefrom that property should be shared by all, | demand, in the name of general 


security, its entire abolition.’ 


For Proudhon, the notion that workers are free when capitalism forces them to seek 
employment was demonstrably false. He was well aware that in such circumstances 
property ‘violates equality by the rights of exclusion and increase, and freedom by 
despotism.’ It has ‘perfect identity with robbery’ and the worker ‘has sold and surrendered 
his liberty’ to the proprietor. Anarchy was ‘the absence of a master, of a sovereign’ while 
proprietor was ‘synonymous’ with ‘sovereign’ for he ‘imposes his will as law, and suffers 
neither contradiction nor control.’ Thus ‘property is despotism’ as ‘each proprietor is 
sovereign lord within the sphere of his property’ and so freedom and property were 


incompatible: 


‘The civilised labourer who bakes a loaf that he may eat a slice of bread, who builds a 
palace that he may sleep in a stable, who weaves rich fabrics that he may dress in rags, who 
produces every thing that he may dispense with every thing,—is not free. His employer, not 
becoming his associate in the exchange of salaries or services which takes place between 


them, is his enemy.’ 
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Hence the pressing need, if we really seek liberty for all, to abolish property and the 
authoritarian social relationships it generates. With wage-workers and tenants, property is 
‘the right to use [something] by his neighbour's labour’ and so resulted in ‘the exploitation 
of man by man’ for to ‘live as a proprietor, or to consume without producing, it is necessary, 


then, to live upon the labour of another.’ 


ON EXPLOITATION 


Proudhon’s aim ‘was to rescue the working masses from capitalist exploitation.’ However, 
his analysis of exploitation has been misunderstood and, in the case of Marxists, distorted. 


J.E. King’s summary is sadly typical: 


‘Marx’s main priority was to confront those ‘utopian’ socialists (especially... Proudhon in 
France) who saw inequality of exchange as the only source of exploitation, and believed 
that the establishment of equal exchange in isolation from changes in production relations 
was sufficient in itself to eliminate all sources of income other than the performance of 
labour... [Marx proved that] exploitation in production was sufficient to explain the 


existence of non-wage incomes.’ 


Yet anyone familiar with Proudhon's ideas would know that he was well aware that 
exploitation occurred at the point of production. Like Marx, but long before him, Proudhon 


argued that workers produced more value than they received in wages: 


‘Whoever labours becomes a proprietor... And when | say proprietor, | do not mean simply 


(as do our hypocritical economists) proprietor of his allowance, his salary, his wages,—I 
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mean proprietor of the value he creates, and by which the master alone profits... The 
labourer retains, even after he has received his wages, a natural right in the thing he has 


produced.’ 


Property meant ‘another shall perform the labour while [the proprietor] receives the 
product.’ Thus the ‘free worker produces ten; for me, thinks the proprietor, he will produce 
twelve’ and thus to ‘satisfy property, the labourer must first produce beyond his needs.’ This 
is why ‘property is theft!’. Proudhon linked rising inequality to the hierarchical relationship 


of the capitalist workplace: 


‘1 have shown the contractor, at the birth of industry, negotiating on equal terms with his 
comrades, who have since become his workmen. It is plain, in fact, that this original equality 
was bound to disappear through the advantageous position of the master and the 


dependence of the wage-workers.’ 


Thus unequal exchange did not explain exploitation, rather the hierarchical relationship 
produced by wage-labour does. This can be seen from another key aspect of Proudhon’s 
analysis, what he termed ‘collective force.’ This was ‘[o]ne of the reasons Proudhon gave for 
rejecting ‘property’ [and] was to become an important motif of subsequent socialist 
thought,’ namely that ‘collective endeavours produced an additional value’ which was 


‘unjustly appropriated by the proprietaire.’ To quote Proudhon: 


‘It is an economic power of which | was, | believe, the first to accentuate the importance, in 
my first memoir upon Property [in 1840]. A hundred men, uniting or combining their forces, 


produce, in certain cases, not a hundred times, but two hundred, three hundred, a thousand 


1313 


times as much. This is what I have called collective force. | even drew from this an 
argument... that it is not sufficient to pay merely the wages of a given number of workmen, 
in order to acquire their product legitimately; that they must be paid twice, thrice or ten 


times their wages, or an equivalent service rendered to each one of them.’ 


Proudhon’s ‘position that property is theft locates a fundamental antagonism between 
producers and owners at the heart of modern society. If the direct producers are the sole 
source of social value which the owners of capital are expropriating, then exploitation must 
be the root cause of... inequality’. He ‘located the “power to produce without working” at 
the heart of the system's exploitation and difficulties very early, anticipating what Marx 


and Engels were later to call the appropriation of surplus value.’ 


So even a basic awareness of Proudhon’s ideas would be sufficient to recognise as nonsense 
Marxist claims that he thought exploitation ‘did not occur in the labour process’ and so 
‘must come from outside of the commercial or capitalist relations, through force and fraud’ 
or that Marx ‘had a very different analysis which located exploitation at the very heart of 
the capitalist production process.’ Proudhon thought exploitation was inherent in wage- 
labour and occurred at the point of production.’ Unsurprisingly, he sought a solution there 


(workers’ association).” 


Imagine, then, a core position in which one imagines “the complete emancipation of the 
workers” or “the abolition of the wage worker” by “self-management”. In this scheme 
there are no separate owners, no proprietors. The people doing the work are the owners 
and proprietors. All of them, together. These are cooperatives where “every individual 


employed in the association’ has ‘an undivided share in the property of the company,’ ‘all 
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positions are elective, and the by-laws subject to the approval of the members’ and ‘the 
collective force, which is a product of the community, ceases to be a source of profit to a 
small number of managers and speculators: It becomes the property of all the workers 
as Proudhon puts this in his book General Idea of the Revolution in the Nineteenth 


Century. Elsewhere, explaining the logic of this, he writes: 


“Mutuality, reciprocity exists, when all the workers in an industry, instead of working for an 
entrepreneur who pays them and keeps their products, work for one another and thus 
collaborate in the making of a common product whose profits they share amongst 
themselves. Extend the principle of reciprocity as uniting the work of every group, to the 
Workers’ Societies as units, and you have created a form of civilisation which from all points 
of view—political, economic and aesthetic—is radically different from all earlier 


civilisations.... All associated and all free.” 


But if property (“legal property” is meant by this here and to it in What is Property? 
Proudhon opposes “possession”) is bad and, when put at the heart of an economic set of 
Forced relations such as capitalism and made one of the founding principles of that 
system, creates proprietors and owners who are exploitative of workers who own 
nothing, not even the things they make with the work of their own labour, and if this is 
resolved in the creation of worker associations and cooperatives which require no 
outside proprietors or owners... then what of the State, that malign idea which acts as 
the ultimate guarantor of any and all property (for all property is ultimately of the State 
since it is only the State which ultimately legitimates legal property)? This is what 


Mackay has to say about Proudhon on the subject of the State: 
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“Proudhon subjected the state to withering criticism. For some, this has become the 
defining aspect of his theories (not to mention anarchism in general). This is false. This 
opposition to the state flowed naturally from the critique of property and so anarchist anti- 
statism cannot be abstracted from its anti-capitalism. While recognising that the state and 
its bureaucracy had exploitative and oppressive interests of its own, he analysed its role as 


an instrument of class rule: 


‘In a society based on the principle of inequality of conditions, government, whatever it is, 
feudal, theocratic, bourgeois, imperial, is reduced, in last analysis, to a system of insurance 


for the class which exploits and owns against that which is exploited and owns nothing.’ 


He repeatedly pointed to its function of ‘protecting the nobility and upper class against the 
lower classes.’ This analysis was consistent throughout his political career. In 1846 he had 
argued that the state finds itself inevitably enchained to capital and directed against the 


proletariat.’ 


So what was the state? For Proudhon, the state was a body above society, it was ‘the 
EXTERNAL constitution of the social power’ by which the people delegate ‘its power and 
sovereignty’ and so ‘does not govern itself; now one individual, now several, by a title either 
elective or hereditary, are charged with governing it, with managing its affairs, with 
negotiating and compromising in its name.’ Anarchists ‘deny government and the State, 
because we affirm that which the founders of States have never believed in the personality 
and autonomy of the masses.’ Ultimately, ‘the only way to organise democratic government 


is to abolish government.’ 
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His attacks on ‘Direct Legislation’ and ‘Direct Government’ in ‘General Idea of the 
Revolution’ refer to using elections and referenda in a centralised state on a national scale 
rather than decentralised communal self-government. For Proudhon democracy could not 
be limited to a nation as one unit periodically picking its rulers (‘nothing resembles a 
monarchy more than a république unitaire’). Its real meaning was much deeper: ‘politicians, 
whatever their colours, are insurmountably repelled by anarchy which they construe as 
disorder: as if democracy could be achieved other than by distribution of authority and as if 


the true meaning of the word ‘democracy’ was not dismissal of government.’ 


Given this analysis, it becomes unsurprising that Proudhon did not seek political power to 
reform society. This was confirmed when, for a period, he was elected to the National 
Assembly in 1848: ‘As soon as | set foot in the parliamentary Sinai, | ceased to be in touch 
with the masses; because | was absorbed by my legislative work, | entirely lost sight of the 
current events... One must have lived in that isolator which is called a National Assembly to 
realise how the men who are most completely ignorant of the state of the country are 
almost always those who represent it.’ There was ‘ignorance of daily facts’ and ‘fear of the 
people’ (‘the sickness of all those who belong to authority’) for ‘the people, for those in 


power, are the enemy.’ 


Real change must come from ‘outside the sphere of parliamentarism, as sterile as it is 
absorbing.’ Unsurprisingly, then, the ‘social revolution is seriously compromised if it comes 


through a political revolution’ and ‘to be in politics was to wash one’s hands in shit.’ 


Thus, rather than having some idealistic opposition to the state, Proudhon viewed it as an 


instrument of class rule which could not be captured for social reform. As David Berry 
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suggests, ‘repeated evidence of the willingness of supposedly progressive republican 
bourgeoisie to resort to violent repression of the working classes had led Proudhon, like 
many of his class and generation, to lose faith in politics and the state and to put the 
emphasis on working-class autonomy and on the question of socio-economic organisation. 
For Proudhon and the mutualists, the lessons of the workers’ uprising of 1830 and 1848 
were that the powers of the state were merely another aspect of the powers of capital, and 


both were to be resisted equally strongly.” 


Consequently, to quote Mackay and his sources once more: 


“Proudhon placed his hopes for introducing socialism in alternative institutions created by 
working class people themselves and ‘insisted that the revolution could only come from 
below, through the action of the workers themselves.’ Joining the government to achieve 
that goal was, for Proudhon, contradictory and unlikely to work. The state was a 
centralised, top-down structure and so unable to take into account the real needs of 


society: 


‘experience testifies and philosophy demonstrates... that any revolution, to be effective, 
must be spontaneous and emanate, not from the heads of the authorities but from the 
bowels of the people: that government is reactionary rather than revolutionary: that it 
could not have any expertise in revolutions, given that society, to which that secret is alone 
revealed, does not show itself through legislative decree but rather through the 
spontaneity of its manifestations: that, ultimately, the only connection between 
government and labour is that labour, in organising itself, has the abrogation of 


government as its mission.’ 
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This suggested a bottom-up approach, socialism from below rather than a socialism 


imposed by the state: 


‘The Revolution from above is the intervention of power in everything; it is the absolutist 
initiative of the State, the pure governmentalism of... Louis Blanc. The Revolution from 
above is the negation of collective activity, of popular spontaneity... What serious and 
lasting Revolution was not made from below, by the people? How did the Revolution of 
1789 come about? How was that of February made? The Revolution from above has never 


been other than the oppression of the wills of those below.’ 


Ultimately: ‘No authority is compatible with the principle of mutuality, but no authority can 


help bring about reform. For all authority is antithetical to equality and justice’.” 


For Proudhon, then, “Only the people, acting directly, without intermediaries, can bring 
about the economic revolution” and “In a society based on the principle of inequality of 
conditions, government, whatever it is, Feudal, theocratic, bourgeois, imperial, is 
reduced, in last analysis, to a system of insurance for the class which exploits and owns 
against that which is exploited and owns nothing." This is why both Property and State 
are equally the problem for the problem is anything which creates or enables the 
authority of some over others (thus “Capital” is also amongst the bad ideas). This is also 
why Proudhon’s conception of the solution was an economic one (readers will here note 
that both Winstanley and de Cleyre had an interest in economic independence too). On 
Proudhon’s idea of a “mutualist society” of fellow workers and political associates 


Mackay says: 
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“In place of capitalism and the state, Proudhon suggested a socio-economic federal system, 
a decentralised federation of self-managed associations. This federation’s delegates would 
be mandated and subject to recall by their electors: ‘we can follow [our deputies] step by 
step in their legislative acts and their votes; we shall make them transmit our arguments 
and our documents; we shall indicate our will to them, and when we are discontented, we 
will revoke them... the imperative mandate [mandat imperatif], permanent revocability, are 
the most immediate, undeniable, consequences of the electoral principle. It is the inevitable 
program of all democracy.’ Moreover, the ‘legislative power is not distinguished from the 


executive power.’ 


This system would be based on free association and would reject the ‘unity that tends to 
absorb the sovereignty of the villages, cantons, and provinces, into a central authority. 
Leave to each its sentiments, its affections, its beliefs, its languages and its customs.’ ‘The 
first effect of centralisation,’ Proudhon stressed, ‘is to bring about the disappearance, in the 
diverse localities of the country, of all types of indigenous character; while one imagines 
that by this means to exalt the political life among the masses, one in fact destroys it... The 
fusion that is to say the annihilation, of particular nationalities where citizens live and 
distinguish themselves, into an abstract nationality where one can neither breathe nor 


recognise oneself: there is unity.’ 


He based his federalism on functional groups, in both society and economy. As his discussion 
of ‘collective force’ in ‘Petit Catéchisme Politique’ shows, Proudhon was no individualist. He 
was well aware that groups were greater than the sum of their parts and viewed federalism 


as the best means of allowing this potential to be generated and expressed. 
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Only that could ensure a meaningful democracy (what anarchists call self-management) 
rather than the current system of centralised, statist, democracy in which people elect their 
rulers every four years. Thus ‘universal suffrage provides us,... in an embryonic state, with 
the complete system of future society. If it is reduced to the people nominating a few 
hundred deputies who have no initiative... social sovereignty becomes a mere fiction and 
the Revolution is strangled at birth.’ By contrast, his mutualist society was fundamentally 


democratic: 


‘We have, then, not an abstract sovereignty of the people, as in the Constitution of 1793 
and subsequent constitutions, or as in Rousseau’s Social Contract, but an effective 
sovereignty of the working, reigning, governing masses... how could it be otherwise if they 
are in charge of the whole economic system including labour, capital, credit, property and 


wealth?’ 


Initially, Proudhon focused on economic federalism. In his Programme révolutionnaire of 
early 1848 he ‘had spoken of organising society into democratically controlled groups of 
workers and professionals. These would form a congress which would determine how to 
deal with those issues of a national scope beyond the competency of any one category.’ 
However, three years later, in ‘General Idea of the Revolution’, he placed communes at the 
heart of his agricultural reforms as well as for public works. After 1852 he became more 
explicit, adding a geographical federalism to economic federalism. The two cannot be 


considered in isolation: 


‘Proudhon placed socioeconomic relations on as high a level (or higher) than political ones. 


Proudhon’s... federalism... was to apply to all public dimensions of society. A just society 
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required the autonomy of workshops and of communes: advancement on one level alone 
had little chance of success. Without political federalism, he warned, economic federalism 
would be politically impotent... Workers’ associations would be ineffective in a political 
environment which encouraged meddling by the central administration. Conversely, 
without economic mutualism, political federalism would remain impotent and precarious... 
and would degenerate back into centralism. In short, it was necessary that federalism be 


both professional and regional, both social and political.’ 


There were three alternatives: capitalism (‘monopoly and what follows’), state socialism 
(‘exploitation by the State’) or ‘a solution based on equality, — in other words, the 
organisation of labour, which involves the negation of political economy and the end of 
property.’ Rejecting the first two, Proudhon favoured socialisation, genuine common- 
ownership and free access of the means of production and land. The ‘land is indispensable 
to our existence, consequently a common thing, consequently insusceptible of 
appropriation’ and ‘all capital, whether material or mental, being the result of collective 
labour, is, in consequence, collective property.’ Self-managed workers’ associations would 


run industry. In shore: 


‘Under the law of association, transmission of wealth does not apply to the instruments of 
labour, so cannot become a cause of inequality... We are socialists... under universal 
association, ownership of the land and of the instruments of labour is social ownership... 
We want the mines, canals, railways handed over to democratically organised workers’ 
associations... We want these associations to be models for agriculture, industry and trade, 
the pioneering core of that vast federation of companies and societies, joined together in 


the common bond of the democratic and social Republic.’ 
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Against property, Proudhon argued for possession. This meant free access to the resources 
required to live and the inability to bar access to resources you claimed to own but did not 
use. Those who used a resource (land, tools,dwelling, workplace) should control both it and 
the product of their labour. Such possession allowed people to live and prosper and was the 
cornerstone of liberty. Whether on the land or in industry, Proudhon’s aim was to create a 


society of ‘possessors without masters.’ 


Only self-governing producers’ associations could be the basis for a society in which 
concentration of political, economic and social power can be avoided and individual 
freedom protected: ‘Because the right to live and to develop oneself fully is equal for all, 


inequality of conditions is an obstacle to the exercise of this right.’ 


So ‘political right had to be buttressed by economic right’ for if society became ‘divided into 
two classes, one of landlords, capitalists, and entrepreneurs, the other of wage-earning 
proletarians’ then ‘the political order will still be unstable.’ To avoid this outcome an ‘agro- 
industrial federation’ was required which would ‘provide reciprocal security in commerce 
and industry’ and ‘protect the citizens... from capitalist and financial exploitation.’ In this 
way, the agro-industrial federation ‘will tend to foster increasing equality... through 
mutualism in credit and insurance... guaranteeing the right to work and to education, and 
an organisation of work which allows each labourer to become a skilled worker and an 
artist, each wage-earner to become his own master.’ Mutualism recognises that ‘industries 
are sisters’ and so ‘should therefore federate, not in order to be absorbed and confused 
together, but in order to guarantee mutually the conditions of common prosperity, upon 


which no one has exclusive claim.’ 
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The empirical evidence for economic federalism is supportive of it. In negative terms, it is 
clear that isolated co-operatives dependent on funding from capitalist banks find it hard to 
survive and grow. In positive terms, it is no coincidence that the Mondragon co-operative 
complex in the Basque region of Spain has a credit union and mutual support networks 
between its co-operatives and is by far the most successful co-operative system in the 
world. Other successful clusters of co-operation within capitalism also have support 
networks. Clear evidence for Proudhon’s argument that all industries are related and need 


to support each other. 


Proudhon was an early advocate of what is now termed market socialism —an economy of 
competing co-operatives and self-employed workers. Some incorrectly argue that market 
socialism is not socialist. Donny Gluckstein, for instance, suggests with casual abandon that 
Proudhon’s ideas are ‘easily recognisable as the precursor of neo-liberal economics today’ 
but ‘were located in a different context and so took a far more radical form when adopted 
by the male artisan class.’ Such claims are premised on a basic misunderstanding, namely 
that markets equate to capitalism. Yet this hides the key defining feature of capitalism: 
wage-labour. Thus capitalism is uniquely marked by wage-labour, not markets (which pre- 
date it by centuries) and so it is possible to support markets while being a socialist. In a 
mutualist society, based on workers’ self-management and socialisation, wage-labour 
would not exist. Rather workers would be seeking out democratic associations to join and, 
once a member, have the same rights and duties as others within it. In short, as K. Steven 
Vincent argues, ‘Proudhon consistently advanced a program of industrial democracy which 
would return control and direction of the economy to the workers. And he envisaged such a 
socialist program to be possible only within the framework of a society which encouraged 


just social relationships and which structured itself on federal lines.’ 
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It is also fair to ponder when an advocate of neo-liberal economics has ever argued that the 
idol of laissez-faire capitalism, the law of supply and demand, was a ‘deceitful law... suitable 
only for assuring the victory of the strong over the weak, of those who own property over 
those who own nothing’? Or denounced capitalist firms because they result in the worker 
being ‘subordinated, exploited: his permanent condition is one of obedience’ and so people 
are related as ‘subordinates and superiors’ with ‘two... castes of masters and wage-workers, 
which is repugnant to a free and democratic society’ and urged co-operatives to replace 
them? Or suggested that we ‘shall never have real workingmen’s associations until the 
government learns that public services should neither be operated by itself or handed over 
to private stock companies; but should be leased on contract to organised and responsible 
companies of workers’? Nor would an ideologue of laissez-faire capitalism be happy with an 


agro-industrial federation nor would they advocate regulation of markets: 


‘The advocates of mutualism are as familiar as anyone with the laws of supply and demand 
and they will be careful not to infringe them. Detailed and frequently reviewed statistics, 
precise information about needs and living standards, an honest breakdown of cost prices... 
the fixing after amicable discussion of a maximum and minimum profit margin, taking into 
account the risks involved, the organising of regulating societies; these things, roughly 


speaking, constitute all the measures by which they hope to regulate the market.’ 


Finally, what neo-liberal would proclaim: ‘What is the capitalist? Everything! What should 


he be? Nothing!’? Or that ‘I belong to the Party of Work against the party of Capital’? 


In fact, Proudhon had nothing but contempt for the neo-liberals of his time and they for 


him. He recognised the class basis of mainstream economic ideology: ‘Political economy, as 
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taught by MM. Say, Rossi, Blanqui, Wolovski, Chevalier, etc., is only the economy of the 
property-owners, and its application to society inevitably and organically gives birth to 
misery.’ In short: ‘The enemies of society are Economists.’ Claims that Proudhon was a 
propertarian or a supporter of neo-liberalism simply misunderstand both capitalism and 


Proudhon’s ideas. 


Unsurprisingly, then, Bakunin wrote of Proudhon’s ‘socialism, based on individual and 
collective liberty and upon the spontaneous action of free associations.’ Proudhon is placed 
firmly into the socialist tradition due to his support for workers’ associations and his belief 
that ‘socialism is... the elimination of misery, the abolition of capitalism and of wage- 
labour, the transformation of property, the decentralisation of government, the 
organisation of universal suffrage, the effective and direct sovereignty of the workers, the 
equilibrium of economic forces, the substitution of the contractual regime for the legal 
regime, etc.’ In opposition to various schemes of state socialism and communism, Proudhon 
argued for a decentralised and federal market socialism based on workers’ self- 


management of production and community self-government.” 


| am conscious here that | have provided a singular interpretation of Proudhon’s ideas 
(one that is, of course, only scratching the surface - which is all | can do here). But, as a 
bare and rude attempt at some sort of triangulation procedure, consider also the 
Following reading of Proudhon given by historian of anarchism Mike Finn in his 2021 


book Debating Anarchism: A History of Action, Ideas and Movements: 


“Proudhon sought through an examination of property to call into question its own viability 


as aconcept and to highlight its oppressive character — and the oppressive character of the 
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authorities, chiefly government, which sought to secure the rights of property. At the 
outset, he situated his ‘inquiry into the principle of right and government’ in the lineage of 
the Revolution. This was facilitated by his engagement with ‘a tradition of republican ideas 
that insisted on the interaction of political institutions and social morality’. When Proudhon 
uttered his famous statement ‘Property is theft!’, he claimed it as ‘the war-cry of 1793’. For 
Proudhon, the state — government — existed to guarantee property and the domination of 
property by a minority. Focusing on the idea of justice in the republican tradition - a central 
concern for socialists - Proudhon argued that his critique of property represented an 
attempt to address the ‘last obstacle’ in the development of the idea of justice: a 
recognition that the demands previously uttered — for political liberty - were meaningless 


and doomed to failure in the absence of a substantive attack on property. 


He argued that property itself was a contradiction in terms, defences advocated for it which 
were based on liberty or natural right taken to their logical conclusion ‘always and of 
necessity [lead] to equality; that is the negation of property’. This was because, in practice, 


property frustrated liberty — for most people ‘it exists only potentially’... 


Proudhon anticipated and denied the later libertarian and anarcho-capitalist argument of 
‘original appropriation’. Rights have to be reciprocal in order to be just and valid, but by the 
definition commonly understood, property was exclusive. Proudhon was quick to nuance 
this between domination and possession. It was right and proper for people to possess the 
means for survival, but the reciprocal (and logical) perspective was that it was 
fundamentally immoral to deny them these rights. That in practice meant that possession 


of necessities was foundationally distinct from private property, which claimed exclusive 
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rights based on no more a claim than appropriation legitimized by legislation and the state. 


This meant in turn that - based on reciprocity — all had the ‘right of occupancy’: 


‘If the right of life is equal, the right of labour is equal... so is the right of occupancy. 
Would it be not be criminal, were some islanders to repulse, in the name of property, the 


unfortunate victims of a shipwreck struggling to reach the shore?’ 


As K. Steven Vincent shows, property in the pejorative sense was for Proudhon ‘the type of 
ownership that was characteristic of the unproductive idle class which lived on interest and 
rents’. In similar vein to Rousseau’s allusions, he looked to an imagined past to illustrate his 
thinking. He emphasized ‘the right of possession’ over the ‘right of property’ arguing that - 
in the past - ‘men lived in a state of communism’. This had been displaced, though Proudhon 
was no apologist either for communism or for an idealized past (unlike some anarchists who 


would follow, such as Kropotkin). 


Instead Proudhon’s mode of argument rested on Enlightenment premises of progress and 
the uncovering of truth through science; for Proudhon, he was inferring from the ‘natural’ 
development of society. As Vincent notes, he ‘disapproved of revolutionary upheavals’ — 
Proudhon opposed both violence and strike action - and Proudhon himself was careful to 
stress that he was ‘no agent of discord, no firebrand of sedition. | anticipate history only by 
a few days’. History was still progress; and whilst Proudhon didn’t espouse a law of history 
in the fashion of Marx, he nonetheless saw social and political organization approximating 


to the age: 
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‘Thus, in a given society, the authority of man over man is inversely proportional to the 
stage of intellectual development which that society has reached; and the probable 
duration of that authority can be calculated from the more or less general desire for a true 
government - that is, for a scientific government. And just as the right of force and the right 
of artifice retreat before the steady advance of justice, and must finally be extinguished in 
equality, so the sovereignty of the will yields to the sovereignty of the reason, and must at 
last be lost in scientific socialism. Property and royalty have been crumbling to pieces ever 


since the world began. As man seeks justice in equality, so society seeks order in anarchy.’ 


For all the emphasis on science, the centrality of property to Proudhon’s critique was 
emphasized in quasi-religious tones; for Proudhon, ‘the right of property was the origin of 
evil on earth, the first link in the long chain of crimes and misfortunes which the human 
race has endured since its birth’. The fundamental anarchist objection to the state had its 
origins in the state’s role guaranteeing this ‘evil’; Proudhon’s critique of ‘proprietors’, who 
excluded others from occupancy of property — or granted the right only on the basis of rent 
— rested on the premise that the proprietor’s claim to the land was de facto illegitimate. If 
liberty was taken as an intrinsic human right and property was necessary for freedom — but 
in practice was only a potential for most - then, as Proudhon famously stated, property was 
not only ‘theft’ but it was also ‘impossible’, as the proprietor’s right of exclusion negated 
any reciprocity which would in turn guarantee the plausibility of a right. Proudhon 
dismissed arguments that a right to property could be gained by original appropriation, but 
he also dismissed arguments that a right to property could be derived from labour. In a 
savage critique of classical political economy, Proudhon argued that for the ‘collective 
force’ of labour, which meant that ‘all property becomes, by the same reason, collective and 


undivided... labour destroys property’. 
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Ultimately, property represented authoritarianism — the authority of proprietor over tenant, 
owner over worker. It rendered liberty impossible. As such, it was itself impossible — at least 
beyond the sense of basic possession, which was not what Proudhon had in mind. The 
modern nation-state, in turn, guaranteed the rights of the proprietor and existed for that 
purpose, rendering liberty a farce. Proudhon’s apparent faith in science equated to the 
statement that ‘politics is the science of liberty. The government of man by man... is 


oppression. Society finds its highest perfection in the union of order with anarchy’... 


Proudhon’s most profound rejection of the state is offered in ‘General Idea of the 
Revolution’, after the failure of his attempt to intervene via electoral politics. lt was here he 
offered his famous excoriation of government. A fundamental value of government was the 
denial of liberty. Government arrogated to itself rights and powers that vitiated any 
conception of liberty which Proudhon could countenance. The condemnation of government 


ran thus: 


‘To be GOVERNED is to be kept in sight, inspected, spied upon, directed, law-driven, 
numbered, enrolled, indoctrinated, preached at, controlled, estimated, valued, censured, 
commanded, by creatures who have neither the right, nor the wisdom, nor the virtue to do 
so... 170 be GOVERNED is to be at every operation, at every transaction, noted, registered, 
enrolled, taxed, stamped, measured, numbered, assessed, licensed, authorised, admonished, 
forbidden, reformed, corrected, punished. It is, under the pretext of public utility, and in the 
name of the general interest, to be placed under contribution, trained, ransomed, exploited, 
monopolised, extorted, squeezed, mystified, robbed; then, at the slightest resistance, the 
first word of complaint, to be repressed, fined, despised, harassed, tracked, abused, 


clubbed, disarmed, choked, imprisoned, judged, condemned, shot, deported, sacrificed, sold, 
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betrayed, and to crown all, mocked, ridiculed, outraged, dishonoured. That is government; 


that is its justice; that is its morality.’... 


‘MUTUALITY'’, as Proudhon termed it, was a ‘system of guarantees which determines the old 
forms of our civil and commercial society... the natural form of exchange... the synthesis 


of the two ideas of property and communism’. 


For Proudhon, mutualism was a system of organizing society and the economy based on 
reciprocity and cooperation. At its core were principles of voluntary association, federation 
and free credit.” 

| have interacted with the beliefs and ideas of Winstanley, de Cleyre and Proudhon in 
this chapter not, primarily, because | particularly Favour or believe in any of them or wish 
to use them as examples (I do have preferences here but this is not the time or place for 
them. Each, in brief, | believe have pluses and minuses). They are, instead, ideas to be 
considered by thoughtful readers from real people who lived real lives and faced, head 
on, the challenges of living in this world under politically, economically and morally 
enforced authority. So whether we talk about “a common treasury without respect of 
persons”, the need for moral and material independence or how Property and the State 
combine to imprison us, magnify inequality and exploit the working person, | believe we 


are actually talking about the same thing From different angles and contexts. 


At least Winstanley and Proudhon here offer organisational solutions, both nominally 
voluntary in origin. They conceive that society is a matter of its relations and that how 


these are organised is everything — for it simply affects and contextualises the rest. 
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Voltairine de Cleyre does not disagree with this (whether talking about working people 
or Families) but she adds in the necessity of an individual layer of human Formation as a 
Foundation for everything that Follows. Talking about organisation, as Winstanley and 
Proudhon do, is all well and good, but what kind of people would even imagine to 
organise themselves in new ways — let alone nominally anarchist ways — to begin with? 
Neither Winstanley nor Proudhon were essentially regular guys who minded their own 
business and existed in the background. Both, as we see from their texts, were 
possessed of a sense of a certain sort of justice — justice which went beyond blind 
obedience to imagined human masters. Voltairine de Cleyre was the same, her 
upbringing and childhood experiences creating the woman who was virulently anti- 
authoritarian and a freethinker to boot. So my point here is that, actually, you need to be 
a certain kind of person with certain concerns to even see the need for new relations to 


begin with. Its about values, virtues and who and what you think human beings are. 


Winstanley got that, so he would imagine, from God. De Cleyre got it in spite of God. 
Proudhon believed in a socialist type of revolutionary justice by which he judged the 
rest. Does it matter where it comes from? All three examples here are fighting against 
authoritarianism, social control, material exploitation of human beings, and all three 
realise that —- even if you also need your independence personally, as Voltairine de Cleyre 
would insist — you certainly need your freedom socially. The pirates, of course, were no 
different in that. They were a social organisation of Free individuals who associated “at 
will”. Voluntarism in everything — as | believe one of my earlier “Articles of Jolly Roger's 
Anarchy” imagines. So, of course, none of my examples in this chapter are saying 
anything new or different. They are simply saying it in their own way and for their own 


time all over again and actualising their values. For this is all we really can do in the end. 
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10. The Politics of Anarchy: Peter Lamborn Wilson AKA Hakim Bey 


Peter Lamborn Wilson (who sometimes used the pseudonym Hakim Bey, a relic of his 
travels through the Middle East) was born in 1945 and died in May 2022. He lived a very 
individual life of exploration, both geographical and intellectual. He became most 
famous as the author of 7.A.Z.: The Temporary Autonomous Zone, Ontological Anarchy, 
Poetic Terrorism and such a title perhaps betrays the Fact that Wilson’s contacts in life 
included notables such as Allen Ginsberg and William Burroughs, the latter of whom he 
shared a home with at one point. Wilson was, by all accounts, an autodidact and a 
voracious reader. One tribute to him written after his death said that his only material 
need was books (photos of him at home almost always show him surrounded by piles of 
them). Being a lover of the written word, he was also the most prolific of writers and his 
bibliography shows that there is barely a year of his adult life from the 1980s onward in 
which he did not have something published — and often it was more than one thing. His 
output was wide ranging and took in subjects as diverse as aspects of Islam, anarchy, 
pirates and the occult. Wilson was an individualist who also happened to be an anarchist. 
His anarchy was not that of the organisationalists and centred on personal freedom, 
spiritual and philosophical speculations and commentary, and poetic expression. All this 
would have been fine and uncontroversial if Wilson had stayed nobody but a crowd of 
people read and became inspired by TAZ, its publisher's habitually highest selling 


volume, and this brought the spiritual Wilson attention. And enemies. 


One of these enemies was the one time anarchist Murray Bookchin. Bookchin was 
someone who had been writing political tracts since the Sixties, engaging in activism as 


well. (This came to have an ecological bent and was always in an extremely rationalist 
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intellectual tradition.) By the mid 1990s he seems to have become extremely 
disillusioned with “anarchism” —- or, more particularly, with those who used the word in 
connection with themselves — and this resulted in quite a famous (and very stroppy) 
essay of Bookchin’s titled “Social Anarchism or Lifestyle Anarchism: An Unbridgeable 
Chasm” in which Bookchin, by dint of his own intellectual endeavour, attempts to sheer 
all Forms of anarchism but organisational and communistic ones from the main body of 
anarchy itself. For Bookchin, only a society (a whole society!) that was thoroughly 
organised and bureaucratised according to strict anarchist principles was an anarchism 
worthy of the name. Anything remotely individualistic (even a passing remark From an 
anarchist which could be interpreted that way) was regarded as suspect and thrown 
aside. In the course of his essay, in Fact, Bookchin disdains Emma Goldman as 
“Nietzschean” (which is an insult in Bookchin’s vocabulary) and regards Proudhon (whom 
lain Mackay told us in his introductory essay to his Proudhon anthology was anything but 
an individualist!) as too individualist for his liking. Bookchin instead sees Bakunin and 
Kropotkin as appropriately socialist and organisational enough for his compulsory 
anarchism and, as a result, anything not found worthy by this measure is despatched into 


the void. We see all this, For example, in the opening Few paragraphs of his essay: 


“FOR SOME TWO CENTURIES, anarchism - a very ecumenical body of anti-authoritarian 
ideas - developed in the tension between two basically contradictory tendencies: a 
personalistic commitment to individual autonomy and a collectivist commitment to social 
freedom. These tendencies have by no means been reconciled in the history of libertarian 
thought. Indeed, for much of the last century, they simply coexisted within anarchism as a 
minimalist credo of opposition to the State rather than as a maximalist credo that 


articulated the kind of new society that had to be created in its place. 
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Which is not to say that various schools of anarchism did not advocate very specific forms of 
social organization, albeit often markedly at variance with one another. Essentially, 
however, anarchism as a whole advanced what Isaiah Berlin has called ‘negative freedom,’ 
that is to say, a formal ‘freedom from,’ rather than a substantive ‘freedom to.’ Indeed, 
anarchism often celebrated its commitment to negative freedom as evidence of its own 
pluralism, ideological tolerance, or creativity - or even, as more than one recent 


postmodernist celebrant has argued, its incoherence. 


Anarchism's failure to resolve this tension, to articulate the relationship of the individual to 
the collective, and to enunciate the historical circumstances that would make possible a 
stateless anarchic society produced problems in anarchist thought that remain unresolved 
to this day. Pierre Joseph Proudhon, more than many anarchists of his day, attempted to 
formulate a fairly concrete image of a libertarian society. Based on contracts, essentially 
between small producers, cooperatives, and communes, Proudhon's vision was redolent of 
the provincial craft world into which he was born. But his attempt to meld a patroniste, 
often patriarchal, notion of liberty with contractual social arrangements was lacking in 
depth. The craftsman, cooperative, and commune, relating to one another on bourgeois 
contractual terms of equity or justice rather than on the communist terms of ability and 
needs, reflected the artisan's bias for personal autonomy, leaving any moral commitment to 


a collective undefined beyond the good intentions of its members. 


Indeed, Proudhon's famous declaration that ‘whoever puts his hand on me to govern me is 
an usurper and a tyrant; | declare him my enemy’ strongly tilts toward a personalistic, 
negative freedom that overshadows his opposition to oppressive social institutions and the 


vision of an anarchist society that he projected. His statement easily blends into William 
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Godwin's distinctly individualistic declaration: ‘There is but one power to which | can yield a 
heartfelt obedience, the decision of my own understanding, the dictates of my own 
conscience.’ Godwin's appeal to the ‘authority’ of his own understanding and conscience, 
like Proudhon's condemnation of the ‘hand’ that threatens to restrict his liberty, gave 


anarchism an immensely individualistic thrust.” 


Now most sane people who know anything about anarchism would argue, it seems to 
me, that, together, Godwin and Proudhon are the twin seeds which, in their own ways, 
initiate what became “anarchism” at all. One might then imagine that one thinking about 
“anarchism” might consider it important to take on board what they have to say (as | 
have in this book to some extent and not least because those who came after them, 
including Bakunin and Kropotkin, did too). But they leave a bad taste in the mouth of 
Murray Bookchin who notes that Kropotkin was “explicitly communist” whilst Bakunin 
“emphatically prioritised the social over the individual”; both together, Bookchin says, 
“held essentially collectivist views” (by which Bookchin perhaps means “exclusively 
collectivist views” - but that is only my gloss). Bookchin then takes all this to mean that 
the intellectual issue here is collectivism or individualism, social anarchism or, in his 
terms, lifestyle anarchism (his contemporary epithet for individualist anarchisms). He 
doesn’t absolutely have to make these antagonistic (as Emma Goldman didn’t, combining 
a devotion to Nietzsche with an attachment to Kropotkin that Bookchin simply never 
considers) and its his choice to do so. We may say, though, that if Proudhon was an 
individualist then Bookchin’s bar for getting into collectivist heaven is set extremely 
high. But given that Proudhon does have shade thrown on him by Bookchin (who, Four 
years after this essay, left anarchism completely and began calling himself a 


“communalist” instead) then what chance does Peter Lamborn Wilson have? None. 
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Bookchin attacks many people in “Social Anarchism or Lifestyle Anarchism” in what 
comes across as an entirely bad-tempered, arrogant, dogmatic and “boomerish” screed. 
He has a Few pages dedicated to Wilson specifically in the context of TAZ (which | shall 
come to for myself presently) so I'll quote the section, headed “Anarchism as Chaos”, at 
length, even though, at this stage of the chapter, it won’t make much sense to the 


uninitiated: 


“One of the most unsavory examples of lifestyle anarchism is Hakim Bey's (aka Peter 
Lamborn Wilson's) T.A.Z.: The Temporary Autonomous Zone, Ontological Anarchism, Poetic 
Terrorism, a jewel in the New Autonomy Series (no accidental word choice here), published 
by the heavily postmodernist Semiotext(e)/Autonomedia group in Brooklyn. Amid paeans to 
"Chaos," "Amour Fou," "Wild Children," "Paganism," "Art Sabotage," "Pirate Utopias," 
"Black Magic as Revolutionary Action," "Crime," and "Sorcery," not to speak of 
commendations of "Marxism-Stirnerism,"” the call for autonomy is taken to lengths so 


absurd as to seemingly parody a self-absorbed and self-absorbing ideology. 


T.A.Z. presents itself as a state of mind, an ardently antirational and anticivilizational 
mood, in which disorganization is conceived as an art form and graffiti supplants programs. 
The Bey (his pseudonym is the Turkish word for "chief" or "prince") minces no words about 
his disdain for social revolution: "Why bother to confront a 'power' which has lost all 
meaning and become sheer Simulation? Such confrontations will only result in dangerous 
and ugly spasms of violence" (TAZ, p. 128). Power in quotation marks? A mere "Simulation"? 
If what is happening in Bosnia with firepower is a mere "simulation," we are living in a very 
safe and comfortable world indeed! The reader uneasy about the steadily multiplying social 


pathologies of modern life may be comforted by the Bey's Olympian thought that "realism 
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demands not only that we give up waiting for ‘the Revolution,’ but also that we give up 
wanting it" (TAZ, p. 101). Does this passage beckon us to enjoy the serenity of Nirvana? Or a 


new Baudrillardian "Simulation"? Or perhaps a new Castoriadian "imaginary"? 


Having eliminated the classical revolutionary aim of transforming society, the Bey 
patronizingly mocks those who once risked all for it: "The democrat, the socialist, the 
rational ideology ...are deaf to the music & lack all sense of rhythm" (TAZ, p.66). Really? 
Have the Bey and his acolytes themselves mastered the verses and music of the Marseillaise 
and danced ecstatically to the rhythms of Gliere's Russian Sailor's Dance? There is a 
wearisome arrogance in the Bey's dismissal of the rich culture that was created by 
revolutionaries over the past centuries, indeed by ordinary working people in the pre- 


rock-'n'-roll, pre-Woodstock era. 


Verily, let anyone who enters the dreamworld of the Bey give up all nonsense about social 
commitment."A democratic dream? a socialist dream? Impossible," intones the Bey with 
overbearing certainty. "In dream we are never ruled except by love or sorcery" (TAZ, p. 64). 
Thus are the dreams of a new world evoked by centuries of idealists in great revolutions 


magisterially reduced by the Bey to the wisdom of his febrile dream world. 


As to an anarchism that is "all cobwebby with Ethical Humanism, Free Thought, Muscular 
Atheism, & crude Fundamentalist Cartesian Logic" (TAZ, p. 52) - forget it! Not only does the 
Bey, with one fell swoop, dispose of the Enlightenment tradition in which anarchism, 
socialism, and the revolutionary movement were once rooted, he mixes apples 
like"Fundamentalist Cartesian Logic" with oranges like "Free Thought," and "Muscular 


Humanism" as though they were interchangeable or necessarily presuppose each other. 
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Although the Bey himself never hesitates to issue Olympian pronouncements and deliver 
petulant polemics, he has no patience with "the squabbling ideologues of anarchism & 
libertarianism" (TAZ, p. 46). Proclaiming that "Anarchy knows no dogmas" (TAZ, p. 52), the 
Bey nonetheless immerses his readers in a harsh dogma if there ever was one: "Anarchism 
ultimately implies anarchy - & anarchy is chaos" (TAZ, p. 64). So saith the Lord: "O Am That | 


Am" - and Moses quaked before the pronouncement! 


Indeed, in a fit of manic narcissism, the Bey ordains that it is the all-possessive self, the 
towering "I," the Big "me" that is sovereign: "each of us [is] the ruler of our own flesh, our 
own creations - and as much of everything else as we can grab & hold." For the Bey, 


anarchists and kings - and beys — become indistinguishable, inasmuch as all are autarchs: 


‘Our actions are justified by fiat & our relations are shaped by treaties with other autarchs. 
We make the law for our own domains - & the chains of law have been broken. At present 
perhaps we survive as mere Pretenders - but even so we may seize a few instants, a few 
square feet of reality over which to impose our absolute will, our royaume. L ‘etat, c'est 
moi..../f we are bound by any ethics or morality, it must be one which we ourselves have 


imagined.’ (TAZ, p. 67) 


L'Etat, c'est moi? Along with beys, | can think of at least two people in this century who did 
enjoy these sweeping prerogatives: Joseph Stalin and Adolf Hitler. Most of the rest of us 
mortals, rich and poor alike, share, as Anatole France once put it, the prohibition to sleep 
under the bridges of the Seine. Indeed, if Friedrich Engels's"On Authority," with its defense 
of hierarchy, represents a bourgeois form of socialism, T.A.Z. and its offshoots represent a 


bourgeois form of anarchism. "There is no becoming," the Bey tells us, "no revolution, no 
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struggle, no path; [if] already you're the monarch of your own skin - your inviolable freedom 
awaits to be completed only by the love of other monarchs: a politics of dream, urgent as 
the blueness of sky" - words that could be inscribed on the New York Stock Exchange as a 


credo for egotism and social indifference (TAZ, p. 4). 


Certainly, this view will not repel the boutiques of capitalist "culture" any more than long 
hair, beards, and jeans have repelled the entrepreneurial world of haute fashion. 
Unfortunately, far too many people in this world — no "simulations" or "dreams" - do not 
own even their own skins, as prisoners in chain gangs and jails can attest in the most 
concrete of terms. No one has ever floated out of the earthly realm of misery on "a politics 
of dreams" except the privileged petty bourgeois, who may find the Bey's manifestoes 


amenable particularly in moments of boredom. 


For the Bey, in fact, even classical revolutionary insurrections offer little more than a 
personal high, redolent of Foucault's "limit experiences." "An uprising is like a ‘peak 


mr 


experience,'" he assures us (TAZ, p. 100). Historically, "some anarchists .. took part in all 
sorts of uprisings and revolutions, even communist & socialist ones," but that was"because 
they found in the moment of insurrection itself the kind of freedom they sought. Thus while 
utopianism has so far always failed, the individualist or existentialist anarchists have 
succeeded inasmuch as they have attained (however briefly) the realization of their will to 
power in war" (TAZ, p. 88). The Austrian workers’ uprising of February 1934 and the Spanish 
Civil War of 1936, | can attest, were more than orgiastic "Moments of insurrection" but 


were bitter struggles carried on with desperate earnestness and magnificent elan, all 


aesthetic epiphanies notwithstanding. 
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Insurrection nonetheless becomes for the Bey little more than a psychedelic "trip," while the 
Nietzschean Overman, of whom the Bey approves, is a "free spirit" who would "disdain 
wasting time on agitation for reform, on protest, on visionary dreams, on all kinds of 


am 


‘revolutionary martyrdom.'" Presumably dreams are okay as long as they are not "visionary" 
(read: socially committed) ; rather, the Bey would "drink wine" and have a "private 
epiphany" (TAZ, p. 88), which suggests little more than mental masturbation, freed to be 


sure from the constraints of Cartesian logic. 


It should not surprise us to learn that the Bey favors the ideas of Max Stirner, who "commits 
no metaphysics, yet bestows on the Unique [i.e. the Ego] a certain absoluteness" (TAZ, p. 
68). To be sure, the Bey finds that there is a "missing ingredient in Stirner": "a working 
concept of nonordinary consciousness" (TAZ, p. 68). Apparently Stirner is too much the 
rationalist for the Bey. "The orient, the occult, the tribal cultures possess techniques which 
can be ‘appropriated’ in true anarchist fashion. ... We need a practical kind of ‘mystical 
anarchism’... a democratization of shamanism, intoxicated & serene" (TAZ, p. 63). Hence 


the Bey summons his disciples to become "sorcerers" and suggests that they use the "Black 


Malay Djinn Curse." 


What, finally, is a "temporary autonomous zone"? "The TAZ is like an uprising which does 
not engage directly with the State, a guerrilla operation which liberates an area (of land, of 
time, of imagination) and then dissolves itself, to re-form elsewhere/elsewhen, before the 
State can crush it" (TAZ, p. 101). In a TAZ we can "realize many of our true Desires, even if 
only for a season, a brief Pirate Utopia, a warped free-zone in the old Space/Time 
continuum)" (TAZ, p. 62). "Potential TAZs" include "the sixties-style ‘tribal gathering,’ the 


forest conclave of eco-saboteurs, the idyllic Beltane of the neopagans, anarchist 
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conferences, and gay faery circles," not to speak of "nightclubs, banquets," and "old-time 
libertarian picnics" - no less! (TAZ, p. 100). Having been a member of the Libertarian League 
in the 1960s, | would love to see the Bey and his disciples surface at an "old-time libertarian 


picnic"! 


So transient, so evanescent, so ineffable is a TAZ in contrast to the formidably stable State 
and bourgeoisie that "as soon as the TAZ is named... it must vanish, it will vanish... only 
to spring up again somewhere else" (TAZ, p. 101). A TAZ, in effect, is not a revolt but 
precisely a simulation, an insurrection as lived in the imagination of a juvenile brain, a safe 
retreat into unreality. Indeed, declaims the Bey: "We recommend [the TAZ] because it can 
provide the quality of enhancement without necessarily [ ! ] leading to violence & 
martyrdom" (TAZ, p. 101). More precisely, like an Andy Warhol "happening," a TAZ is a 
passing event, amomentary orgasm, a fleeting expression of the "will to power" that is, in 
fact, conspicuously powerless in its capacity to leave any imprint on the individual's 


personality, subjectivity, and even self-formation, still less on shaping events and reality. 


Given the evanescent quality of a TAZ, the Bey's disciples can enjoy the fleeting privilege of 
living a"nomadic existence," for "homelessness can in a sense be a virtue, an adventure" 
(TAZ, p. 130). Alas, homelessness can be an "adventure" when one has a comfortable home 
to return to, while nomadism is the distinct luxury of those who can afford to live without 
earning their livelihood. Most of the "nomadic" hoboes | recall so vividly from the Great 
Depression era suffered desperate lives of hunger, disease, and indignity and usually died 
prematurely - as they still do, today, in the streets of urban America. The few gypsy-types 
who seemed to enjoy the "life of the road" were idiosyncratic at best and tragically neurotic 


at worst. Nor can! ignore another "insurrection" that the Bey advances: notably, "voluntary 
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illiteracy" (TAZ, p. 129). Although he advances this as a revolt against the educational 
system, its more desirable effect might be to render the Bey's various ex cathedra 


injunctions inaccessible to his readers. 


Perhaps no better description can be given of T.A.Z.'s message than the one that appeared 
in Whole Earth Review, whose reviewer emphasizes that the Bey's pamphlet is "quickly 
becom|[ing] the,countercultural bible of the 1990s... While many of Bey's concepts share 
an affinity with the doctrine of anarchism," the Review reassures its yuppie clientele that he 
pointedly departs from the usual rhetoric about overthrowing the government. Instead, he 
prefers the mercurial nature of "uprisings," which he believes provide "moments of intensity 
[that can] give shape and meaning to the entirety of life." These pockets of freedom, or 
temporary autonomous zones, enable the individual to elude the schematic grids of Big 
Government and to occasionally live within realms where he or she can briefly experience 


total freedom. 


There is an untranslatable Yiddish word for all of this: nebbich! During the 1960s, the 
affinity group Up Against the Wall Motherfuckers spread similar confusion, disorganization, 
and "cultural terrorism," only to disappear from the political scene soon thereafter. Indeed, 
some of its members entered the commercial, professional, and middle-class world they had 
formerly professed to despise. Nor is such behavior uniquely American. As one French 
"veteran" of May-June 1968 cynically put it: "We had our fun in '68, and now it's time to 
grow up." The same deadening cycle, with circled A's, was repeated during a highly 
individualistic youth revolt in Zurich in 1984, only to end in the creation of Needle Park, a 
notorious cocaine and crack hangout established by the city's officials to allow addicted 


young people to destroy themselves legally. 
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The bourgeoisie has nothing whatever to fear from such lifestyle declamations. With its 
aversion for institutions, mass-based organizations, its largely subcultural orientation, its 
moral decadence, its celebration of transience, and its rejection of programs, this kind of 
narcissistic anarchism is socially innocuous, often merely a safety valve for discontent 
toward the prevailing social order. With the Bey, lifestyle anarchism takes flight from all 
meaningful social activism and a steadfast commitment to lasting and creative projects by 
dissolving itself into kicks, postmodernist nihilism, and a dizzying Nietzschean sense of 


elitist superiority. 


The price that anarchism will pay if it permits this swill to displace the libertarian ideals of 
an earlier period could be enormous. The Bey’s egocentric anarchism, with its 
postmodernist withdrawal into individualistic "autonomy," Foucauldian "limit experiences, " 
and neo-Situationist "ecstasy," threatens to render the very word anarchism politically and 


socially harmless - a mere fad for the titillation of the petty bourgeois of all ages.” 


Bookchin’s grumpy dogmatism and insulting disdain (mixed in with lots of simple 
ignorance since friends report Wilson was one of the most humble men you could wish 
to meet) is one thing (and, to me, is highly amusing comedy as Bookchin racks up the 


ua 


things he hates in ever more Florid rhetoric) but Robert P. Helms’ “Leaving Out The Ugly 
Part - On Hakim Bey” is something else entirely: an attempt to smear and ruin a career 
on absolutely no evidence at all. This essay, set up as a moralistic exposure, from a fellow 
anarchist traveller, of Wilson as a man with pedophilic interests, is pure and simple 


horseshit based on gossip, the extraction and misinterpretation of exceedingly few and 


out of context snippets of text, and a deliberate intention to deceive. 
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In his miserable missive Helms seems to have a beef with anyone anywhere praising 
Wilson. He views people who leave out or overlook his constructed conspiracy theory 
when discussing Wilson, which, by the way, he comes nowhere near to proving, as 
cowards without the moral Fortitude to address it. As he begins his Failed hatchet job, he 
tells his readers that “I have not once been considered a prude by anyone who knows 
me” as if this is meant to convince us of his truthfulness and open-mindedness. But 
Helms is anything but open-minded. The man can’t even get past the fact someone 
might write poems or interpret the texts of other people. Using your imagination as a 
writer seems to be an unimaginable circumstance for Helms as he bloviates with faux 
outrage. Wilson “uses anarchism in an ethically warped, opportunistic way” asserts 
Helms without any attempt at demonstration (and with an implicit suggestion anarchism 
has moral canons it, in fact, doesn’t have — for it has no moral canons at all since it has no 
authorities). Are we supposed to take this on Faith or is it simply a matter of dogma? 
Pretty much the first conclusion | came to when reading Wilson For myself for the first 
time was that here is a man who is an anti-dogmatist. Helms cannot make the same claim 
of himself. He tells us that “almost any anarchist” would dispute that “adult-child sex is a 
natural freedom”. He accuses Wilson of thinking it is but he never asks him this question 
for an answer and Wilson nowhere offers a view on it. Helms provides no evidence to 


back up such a vicious assertion. It is all “this is true because | say so”. Abject. 


Helms, whom we must imagine would be packing this essay with his best and most 
obvious examples of the canard he is trying to prove, actually provides staggeringly little 
evidence From Wilson's own hand. His major entry is a POEM Wilson (who was a prolific 
poet) wrote. A poem. Do we judge people’s real life views and actions based on creative 


writing these days? Should Lewis Carroll be judged on Jabberwocky or J.M. Barrie on 
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Peter Pan? More on point: how about judging fellow anarchist Alan Moore on the 
content of Lost Girls, a book in which, in one part of the story, children have sex with 
their parents (and enjoy it)? Presumably, according to Helms’ interpretational strategy in 
regards to Wilson, we should believe Moore is ADVOCATING incestuous sex with under 
age kids in imagining such a scene? But such a charge, of course, would be absolute 
nonsense. Imagining an idea is not propagandising For an idea otherwise pretty much 
every writer alive would be a sociopathic danger. Wilson once wrote pieces, including 
poems, for the NAMBLA Bulletin, that is, the organ of the North American Man-boy Love 
Association. By all accounts (according to his Friends in their tributes to him after his 
death in the Brooklyn Rail) he regretted some of this. But it doesn’t matter because what 
Helms provides as “proof” of some wholly imaginary multi-decade pedophilia apologia 
campaign in this essay is so laughably weak that it only makes its author look like 


someone with a massive grudge. And nothing else. 


Helms, of course, has to mention the Temporary Autonomous Zone (hereafter simply 
TAZ), Wilson’s most well known book, and | shall come to my own interaction with it 
shortly. TAZ, we can say at this preliminary stage of my own discussion of Wilson's 
anarchism, however, is not a connected or systematic work. Wilson writes it in and as 
Fragments with disconnected thoughts the reader, one assumes, must work into some 
relation For themselves. It is creative writing that actively encourages interpretation. It is 
not writing which is rhetorical in the sense that it is arguing for, or persuading to, a 
position. (One imagines, in Fact, that, not least as an individualist, Wilson leaves what it 
means and how up to you.) But, of course, Helms tries to pretend it is arguing for a 
position. He plays up its “anything goes” tendency whilst (of course) making it sound as 


sleazy as he can even though that is exactly what Wilson himself didn’t do. In this section 
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of his literary effluent Helms even tries to use Wilson's polymathic erudition against him, 
claiming that a “witty and well spoken” person is someone with exactly the skills to 
“attract young, gullible targets”. Here we get a hint of Helms’ real motivation, however: 
Wilson wrote something popular and influential, a Feat Helms, as Far as | can ascertain, 
has never remotely achieved himself. This section of the essay ends with what the 
character Don Logan from the film Sexy Beast would call “insinuendos” in which Helms 
interprets Wilson’s interest in dead German homosexual anarchist, John Henry Mackay 
(whom Helms also accuses of being a pedophile based on absolutely nothing at all), and 
some random and vague statement about the “reality” this interest has taken on in his 
life as Wilson's “clearest anarcho-pedophile statement”. What? Seriously? This is Helms’ 


best piece of evidence? But this is more insubstantial than mist! 


This is really as good as it gets For Helms. A poem and a twisted interpretation of Wilson 
talking about John Henry Mackay. This is evidence so slim it doesn’t even need to turn 
sideways in order to disappear. The remainder of the essay is a tissue of snide remarks 
and dud information easily debunked (as Wilson's Friends do in their tributes to him in 
the Brooklyn Rail). Helms’ method has simply been to repeat “pedophile” over and over 
again in the hope a baseless accusation sticks. Along the way he complains that 
anarchists are far too tolerant (which, apparently, is why Wilson is able to get away with 
his wholly imaginary pro-pedo agenda so easily) and argues that no one denies that 
Wilson is a pedophile. But why would they need to deny it? First you have to provide hard 
evidence of it! People do not go around denying things that no one would ever even 
imagine on a drug-Fuelled journey to the seventh heaven on a hot summer’s night. They 
don’t deny such things because such things are Fantasy. Even Helms is here careful to say 


that “I make no accusation of criminal conduct”. So what is he saying? He is calling Wilson 
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a pedo but saying he has no evidence of it aside from a poem and a vague statement 
capable of multiple interpretations and lacking any thorough-going contextual 
explanation. As cases go, this is pathetic dogshit not worth a first glance, never mind a 


second one. 


As it happens, | am not the only one to think so. Raymond Foye, a Friend of Wilson’s who 
edited the many tributes to Wilson after his death that were published in the Brooklyn 
Rail, tells us that Wilson knew who was behind the smear and describes him as “a jealous 
political rival from the New York City anarchist movement”. He argues that all that was 
done was that writings of Wilson were taken out of context and presented as his present 
day and real life views. Where Wilson mentions things like pederastic traditions in 
ancient religions he does this to “shine a light on them” rather than to approve of them. 
Natural justice suggests here that one would have to read such works For oneself before 
one concludes one has a multi-decade pedophilic apologist on one’s hands. Helms simply 
asserts it regardless, based on nothing, and hopes for a crowd of credulous bozos to 
simply lap it up (which, to some extent, he got since almost no one does any research for 
themselves with things like this). Peter Wilson was a provocateur, an anti-dogmatist, an 
anarchist, who certainly believed in pushing all kinds of intellectual and moral 
boundaries. He had, and made use of, a vivid imagination. But there is no evidence at all 
that he was an actual pedophile. None. And not one person, in his life or since his death, 


has ever accused him of an actual historical incident of it. Including Helms. 


The anarchist writer Paul Z. Simons, often Found as “El Errante” in Modern Slavery when 
he was alive, was another friend of Wilson’s. Although he took 12 years to reply to 


Helms’ piece in print (due to some legal issues to do with his illegalist lifestyle!) he made 
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sure it counted when he did. His first point in his brief response “In a moral Universe, 
there are no anarchists; Hakim Bey, Robert P. Helms, and leave out the liberal” is worth 


quoting: 


“this article is not a defense of Hakim Bey, not because his actions and writings are 
indefensible, rather because no defense is required. To even begin to enumerate the various 
charges made by Helms is to allow him, his fellow travelers, and the accusations they made 
a credence that they don’t deserve. If the measurement of a critical theorist’s writings is 
assessed against the morality of bourgeois society then—among others, my comrades and 


me, stand arrested, tried and convicted in the dock of the dominant culture.” 


Point one here is completely on target For in his essay Helms is essentially trying, on the 
basis of middle class, prim and proper, morality, to shame Wilson out of any popularity 
he might have had. Its a classic mainstream smear tactic, the kind a single older male like 
Wilson is especially prone to: just call them a pedophile. Repeat it a hundred times over 
and over again until the name Peter Lamborn Wilson and the word “pedophile” are 
linked together in your brain. Simons’ article, then, doesn’t even address the “charges” 
for there are no charges to address. Instead, Simons addresses an anarchist milieu that 
would give such empty bullshit any credence whatsoever (as one website, Libcom, did 
especially). His major argument here is that Wilson is not being judged in this case by any 
anarchist conscience or morality: this is straightforward authoritarian morality, “the 
discourse of the dominant society”. It is, Simons points out, discourse seemingly ignorant 
of teenage anarchist Fina Scarfo and Severino di Giovanni (or, for that matter, teenage 
anarchist Becky Edelsohn and Alexander Berkman — | discuss both cases in Black Flag). |t 


is discourse which prates about “adult-child sex” but not about anarchist discourse in 
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regard to youth liberation, sexual ethics or human Freedom. Helms, instead, gives us “a 
quick and breathless tour of some of the passages (of Wilson’s) that most tweaked his 
liberal conscience”. Simons calls Helms a “moralist posing as an anarchist” and describes 
Libcom, the smear’s most ardent propagators and social anarchists as opposed to 
Wilson's individualist Flavour, as “better at recruiting police informants than real workers 
to their moribund cause”. Simons tops this off, entirely appropriately, by pointing out 
that the Helms and Libcom sort of anarchists are “moralizing liberals who pose as 
anarchists” whilst actually being “the cops, bureaucrats, and corrections officers of our 


Future”. Hear, hear! (The closing pages of my book Black Flag address this issue too.) 


Now it is a damn fucking shame | had to trawl through all of that but | did because | 
would have no reader accuse me of hiding it when discussing Peter Wilson as | intend to 
do in the rest of this chapter. Wilson, we may say, raised some hackles in some very few 
places (most people, of course, have no clue who he is as with any person). Of course, we 
have no idea how many people he has simultaneously inspired because these people will 
never say so. In fact, | could not actually say | am one of these myself for | am not 
particularly a fan of Wilson as, in the anarchist milieu, | am of, say, Emma Goldman or 
Renzo Novatore. However, | do think he has something to say, something anarchist to 
say, Of relevance to my subject here. | think he has something politically useful to say 
that connects up with my own project which, of course, is why we are here. So maybe we 


should put the negatives behind us and get to discussing TAZ? 


TAZ: The Temporary Autonomous Zone, Ontological Anarchy, Poetic Terrorism. \n terms of 
this as a book the TAZ part of the equation comes in the latter third of the book and 


results From numerous fragments of both ontological anarchy and poetic terrorism. | 
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don’t really intend to explain any of this (as, to be fair, Hakim Bey doesn’t much in most 
of the book either) because you either get it or, like Murray Bookchin, you don’t. But 
what I want to do is go through the book (which isn’t hugely long) quoting out below the 
things From reading its set of intellectual fragments and thoughtful musings that made 
an impact on me. | shall add commentary, always in brackets, as | Feel the need to and | 


shall round up my thoughts when I’m done: 


CHAOS 


Everything in nature is perfectly real including consciousness, there’s absolutely nothing to 
worry about. Not only have the chains of the Law been broken, they never existed; demons 
never guarded the stars, the Empire never got started, Eros never grew a beard. No, listen, 
what happened was this: they lied to you, sold you ideas of good & evil, gave you distrust of 
your body & shame for your prophethood of chaos, invented words of disgust for your 
molecular love, mesmerized you with inattention, bored you with civilization & all its 


usurious emotions. 


There is no becoming, no revolution, no struggle, no path; already you're the monarch of 
your own skin — your inviolable freedom waits to be completed only by the love of other 


monarchs: a politics of dream, urgent as the blueness of sky. 


To shed all the illusory rights & hesitations of history demands the economy of some 
legendary Stone Age — shamans not priests, bards not lords, hunters not police, gatherers 
of paleolithic laziness, gentle as blood, going naked for a sign or painted as birds, poised on 


the wave of explicit presence, the clockless nowever. 
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1am awake only in what | love & desire to the point of terror 


POETIC TERRORISM 


The PTerrorist behaves like a confidence-trickster whose aim is not money but CHANGE. 


Amour Fou 


Each of us owns half the map (the necessity of cooperation, interaction, relationship) 


Ontological anarchism never came back from its last fishing trip. So long as no one squeals 
to the FBI, CHAOS cares nothing for the future of civilization. Amour fou breeds only by 
accident — its primary goal is ingestion of the Galaxy. A conspiracy of transmutation. (The 


necessity of the unintentional, of the accident, of the spontaneous.) 


Amour fou involves non-ordinary sexuality the way sorcery demands non-ordinary 
consciousness. (The necessity of breaking with customs, disdaining traditions and 
breaking taboos.) The anglo-saxon post-Protestant world channels all its suppressed 
sensuality into advertising & splits itself into clashing mobs: hysterical prudes vs 
promiscuous clones & former-ex-singles. AF doesn’t want to join anyone’s army, it takes no 
part in the Gender Wars, it is bored by equal opportunity employment (in fact it refuses to 
work for a living), it doesn’t complain, doesn’t explain, never votes & never pays taxes. (The 


necessity of not playing along.) 
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WILD CHILDREN 


our liberation depends on theirs — not because we ape the Family, those “misers of love” 
who hold hostages for a banal future, nor the State which schools us all to sink beneath the 
event-horizon of a tedious “usefulness” — no — but because we & they, the wild ones, are 


images of each other, 


We share the same enemies & our means of triumphant escape are also the same: a 


delirious & obsessive play (Life as play: the insider knowledge of all anarchy’s initiates) 


Paganism 


The personal mythscape. (This is only a phrase in TAZ but its a rich one with which | have 
more than passing experience. It speaks to me of a life constructed and made as one 
walks it, connecting this to that and that to something else, etc., as one goes. In this 
process one creates a territory of meaning and value into which all else fits. It becomes 
the context of everything with which you have to do. This is interesting because it 
obviously gets richer and more complex the more you walk and that suggests a broad 
and extensive journey For, the more you experience, the broader your territory will be - 
just as when a walker explores a territory extensively and comes to know the terrain all 
the better thereafter because of that fact. Life is stories and stories are connections 


made on aterrain of meaning and value. A personal mythscape.) 
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Art Sabotage 


the banishment of illusion advances awareness (“Illusion” is huge topic, not least because 
what even is it? How can one even speak of “illusion” unless one has something that is 
not illusion to compare it with or against? Human beings have, for hundreds of years, 
viewed knowledge as a kind of seeing but how good is an ocular metaphor here really? IF 
we must use such language isn’t it better to say that different points of view allow for 
greater, or differing, perspective — and that this is then the value of the sabotage Wilson 


recommends?) 


aesthetic jihad 


Don’t picket — vandalize. Don’t protest — deface... Smash the symbols of the Empire in the 
name of nothing but the heart’s longing for grace. (| note the difference of emphasis here. 
Interact physically with the thing to be opposed rather than standing at a distance and 


pointing.) 


Chaos Myths 


If rebellion proves impossible then at least a kind of clandestine spiritual jihad might be 
launched. Let it follow the war-banners of the anarchist black dragon, Tiamat, Hun Tun. 
Chaos never died. (One might suggest the the open war and the hidden war should 
always be going on at the same time and that, as with a water Fowl, a lot is going on 
under the surface that you can’t see. Also: “spiritual jihad”. What does this mean, imply 


and implicate?) 


1354 


Pornography 


If rulers refuse to consider poems as crimes, then someone must commit crimes that serve 
the function of poetry, or texts that possess the resonance of terrorism. At any cost 
reconnect poetry to the body. Not crimes against bodies, but against Ideas (& Ideas-in- 
things) which are deadly & suffocating. Not stupid libertinage but exemplary crimes, 
aesthetic crimes, crimes for love. (The necessity of causing offence to ideas? Acting to 


make a point and to initiate thought.) 


America has freedom of speech because all words are considered equally vapid. Only 
images count — the censors love snaps of death & mutilation but recoil in horror at the 
sight of a child masturbating — apparently they experience this as an invasion of their 
existential validity, their identification with the Empire & its subtlest gestures. (What is 
sexually shocking these days - and why is it sexually shocking? Why is ANY 
[CONSENSUAL] sex shocking? These questions are magnified a hundred fold when you 
consider the graphic violence that is mainstreamed in Films and TV. Actual death and 
mutilation as entertainment but “lovemaking” is censored and treated moralistically and 


hypocritically.) 


To unchain desire from its bondage (To what? The obvious question. Morality? Custom? 
Legality? Control? Coercion? Indifference? Reason?) 


Crime 


Justice cannot be obtained under any Law — action in accord with spontaneous nature, 


action which is just, cannot be defined by dogma. The crimes advocated in these 
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broadsheets cannot be committed against self or other but only against the mordant 


crystallization of Ideas into structures of poisonous Thrones & Dominations. 


That is, not crimes against nature or humanity but crimes by legal fiat. Sooner or later the 
uncovering & unveiling of self/nature transmogrifies a person into a brigand — like stepping 
into another world then returning to this one to discover you've been declared a traitor, 
heretic, exile. The Law waits for you to stumble on a mode of being, a soul different from 
the FDA-approved purple-stamped standard dead meat — & as soon as you begin to act in 
harmony with nature the Law garottes & strangles you — so don’t play the blessed liberal 
middle class martyr — accept the fact that you're a criminal & be prepared to act like one. 
(Law as an artificial set of eyewear placed over your vision to coerce what you see and so 
limit what you do, to hide the Fact that we are all assumed “criminals” by this measure. 


The criminal is a pure invention.) 


Don’t just survive while waiting for someone’s revolution to clear your head,.. act as if you 
were already free, (This is always the approach of an anarchist politics: we are free, we 
accept no legal or moral coercions. We act on desire and at will. We resist our control. 
“Crime”, against any organising society that presumes to enforce its relations upon us, is 
a necessity of the valid existence of any Free spirit and should be turned into a habit. The 


example of Novatore.) 


The natural social model for ontological anarchism is the child-gang or the bank-robbers- 


band. Money is a lie — this adventure must be feasible without it — booty & pillage should 


be spent before it turns back into dust. 
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Our feral angels demand we trespass, for they manifest themselves only on forbidden 


grounds. High Way Man. The yoga of stealth, the lightning raid, the enjoyment of treasure. 


From the Communiques of the Association for Ontological Anarchy 


to offend nearly everyone (for those who would not be offended are those who are 


already Free) 


The IDEA of the POLICE like hydra grows 100 new heads for each one cut off — and all 
these heads are live cops. Slicing off heads gains us nothing, but only enhances the beast’s 
power till it swallows us. /// First murder the IDEA — blow up the monument inside us — & 
then perhaps...the balance of power will shift. When the last cop in our brain is gunned 
down by the last unfulfilled desire — perhaps even the landscape around us will begin to 
change...(the enemy is not simply “police” for that is trivial if real and annoying; the 
more fundamental enemy is THE IDEA OF THE POLICE. To gain any ground, freedom 


must First defeat the idea of coercion.) 


Time never started at all. Chaos never died. The Empire was never founded. We are not now 
& never have been slaves to the past or hostages to the future. (Live consciously in the 


present, in the moment.) 


In our physics (Chaos Theory), Chaos identifies with tao, beyond both yin-as-entropy & yang- 


as-energy, more a principle of continual creation than of any nihil, void in the sense of 


potentia, not exhaustion. (Chaos as the “sum of all orders.”) 
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sexual repression breeds death obsession, which leads to bad politics. (The politically 


violent are much in need of better sex lives. We need Fucking not Fighting.) 


Never mind if it’s “impossible.” What else can we hope to attain but the “impossible”? 


Should we wait for someone else to reveal our true desires? (Know yourself.) 


Instead of war say insurrection, not the revolution of classes & powers but of the eternal 
rebel, the dark one who uncovers light. Instead of greed say yearning, unconquerable 
desire, mad love. And then instead of famine, which is a kind of mutilation, speak of 
wholeness, plenty, superabundance, generosity of the self which spirals outward toward 


the Other. (A change of values.) 


We must be saved from all salvations which save us from ourselves 


“Poetic Terrorism” which will strike not at living beings but at malign ideas, dead-weights 


on the coffin-lid of our desires. 


There is no humanity without techne — but there is no techne worth more than my 


humanity. 


“Nature has no Laws — only habits.” 


cultivation of virtu rather than Law. 


The squabbling ideologues of anarchism & libertarianism each prescribe some utopia 


congenial to their various brands of tunnel-vision, ranging from the peasant commune to 
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the L-5 Space City. We say, let a thousand flowers bloom — with no gardener to lop off 
weeds & sports according to some moralizing or eugenical scheme. (DIVERSITY IS 


NECESSARY.) 


all law is unnatural. Everything belongs to the sphere of personal/imaginal morality — even 


murder. (An unthinkable thought for a captured, cop mind.) 


a teaching on sexuality... that assigns value to pleasure rather than self-denial, not only for 
its own sake but as a vehicle of enhanced awareness or “liberation” (reconfiguring pleasure 


as a means of reconfiguring politics) 


If some Javanese sorcerer or Native American shaman possesses some precious fragment | 
need for my own “medicine pouch,” should | sneer & quote Bakunin’s line about stringing up 
priests with bankers’ guts? or should | remember that anarchy knows no dogma, that Chaos 


cannot be mapped — & help myself to anything not nailed down? 


Commodification of desire (the imprisonment of pleasure and the economic control of 


desire. See my epilogue for more on this and the need to combat it, its thought and its 


values by which many are led astray and kept in jail.) 


we interest ourselves in life, not “lifestyles.” 


Chaos is not entropy, Chaos is not death, Chaos is not a commodity. Chaos is continual 


creation. Chaos never died. 
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anarchism staggers around with the corpse of a Martyr magically stuck to its shoulders — 
haunted by the legacy of failure & revolutionary masochism — stagnant backwater of lost 


history. 


The anarchist “movement” today contains virtually no Blacks, Hispanics, Native Americans 
or children...even tho in theory such genuinely oppressed groups stand to gain the most 
from any anti-authoritarian revolt. Might it be that anarchISM offers no concrete program 
whereby the truly deprived might fulfill (or at least struggle realistically to fulfill) real needs 
& desires? If so, then this failure would explain not only anarchism’s lack of appeal to the 
poor & marginal, but also the disaffection & desertions from within its own ranks. Demos, 
picket-lines & reprints of 19th century classics don’t add up to a vital, daring conspiracy of 
self-liberation. If the movement is to grow rather than shrink, a lot of deadwood will have 
to be jettisoned & some risky ideas embraced. (But does “the movement” matter? Is 
anarchISM about anarchists or people tout court? Is anarchISM a side or a party? Or 


merely those with a will to be free, to be what they will and desire?) 


The potential exists. Any day now, vast numbers of americans are going to realize they're 
being force-fed a load of reactionary boring hysterical artificially-flavored crap. Vast chorus 
of groans, puking & retching...angry mobs roam the malls, smashing & looting...etc., etc. 
The Black Banner could provide a focus for the outrage & channel it into an insurrection of 
the Imagination. We could pick up the struggle where it was dropped by Situationism in ‘68 
& Autonomia in the seventies, & carry it to the next stage. We could have revolt in our times 
— & in the process, we could realize many of our True Desires, even if only for a season, a 


brief Pirate Utopia, a warped free-zone in the old Space/Time continuum. 
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Of all “political systems,” anarchism (despite its flaws, & precisely because it is neither 
political nor a system) comes closest to our understanding of reality, ontology, the nature of 
being. (AnarchISM is at its most authentic when its ANARCHY: no leaders, no authorities. 


AT ALL. Free flowing relationships based on direct action, will and desire.) 


Abandon all ideological purity... neither collectivist nor individualist 


Anti-work or “Zerowork” movement extremely important, including a radical & perhaps 


violent attack on Education & the serfdom of children. 


Plot & conspire, don't bitch & moan. 


Who can invent for us a cartography of autonomy, who can draw a map that includes our 


desires? AnarchliSM ultimately implies anarchy — & anarchy is chaos. Chaos is the principle 


of continual creation... 


a people who cannot create or play, but can only work (Anarchy’s antithesis) 


If we are bound by any ethic or morality it must be one which we ourselves have imagined, 


fabulously more exalted & more liberating than the “moralic acid” of puritans & humanists. 


(Yet another vital political point: the necessity of an ethics of our own formation. A self- 


organisation of ethics.) 
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The acquisition of language falls under the sign of Eros — all communication is essentially 
erotic, all relations are erotic... all the most precious possessions of the Unique-one arise 


from the conjunction of Self & Other in the constellation of Desire. 


“spiritual materialism” 


Anarchism is dead, long live anarchy! We no longer need the baggage of revolutionary 
masochism or idealist self-sacrifice — or the frigidity of Individualism with its disdain for 
conviviality, of living together — or the vulgar superstitions of 19th century atheism, 
scientism, and progressism. All that dead weight! Frowsy proletarian suitcases, heavy 


bourgeois steamer-trunks, boring philosophical portmanteaux — over the side with them! 
Existence itself may be considered an abyss possessed of no meaning. | do not read this as a 
pessimistic statement. If it be true, then | can see in it nothing else but a declaration of 
autonomy for my imagination & will — & for the most beautiful act they can conceive with 


which to bestow meaning upon existence. 


That's why | write pornography & propaganda — to cause change. (Robert P. Helms please 


take note!) 


provide a sound irrational basis (“Reason” is an authority too!) 


one wonders who is NOT either victim or criminal in our police-state-of-consciousness. 
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Nietzschean “self-overcoming” provides the principle of organization for the free spirit (as 


also for anarchist society, at least in theory). (Overcoming the self is our constant task.) 


The Temporary Autonomous Zone 


Pirate Utopias 


The sea-rovers and corsairs of the 18th century created an “information network” that 
spanned the globe: primitive and devoted primarily to grim business, the net nevertheless 
functioned admirably. Scattered throughout the net were islands, remote hideouts where 
ships could be watered and provisioned, booty traded for luxuries and necessities. Some of 
these islands supported “intentional communities,” whole mini-societies living consciously 


outside the law and determined to keep it up, even if only for a short but merry life. 


Some years ago | looked through a lot of secondary material on piracy hoping to find a 
study of these enclaves — but it appeared as if no historian has yet found them worthy of 
analysis. (William Burroughs has mentioned the subject, as did the late British anarchist 
Larry Law — but no systematic research has been carried out.) | retreated to primary 
sources and constructed my own theory, some aspects of which will be discussed in this 


essay. | called the settlements “Pirate Utopias.” 


Recently Bruce Sterling, one of the leading exponents of Cyberpunk science fiction, 
published a near-future romance based on the assumption that the decay of political 
systems will lead to a decentralized proliferation of experiments in living: giant worker- 


owned corporations, independent enclaves devoted to “data piracy,” Green-Social- 
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Democrat enclaves, Zerowork enclaves, anarchist liberated zones, etc. The information 
economy which supports this diversity is called the Net; the enclaves (and the book’s title) 


are Islands in the Net. 


The medieval Assassins founded a “State” which consisted of a network of remote 
mountain valleys and castles, separated by thousands of miles, strategically invulnerable to 
invasion, connected by the information flow of secret agents, at war with all governments, 
and devoted only to knowledge. Modern technology, culminating in the spy satellite, makes 
this kind of autonomy a romantic dream. No more pirate islands! In the future the same 
technology — freed from all political control — could make possible an entire world of 
autonomous zones. But for now the concept remains precisely science fiction — pure 


speculation. 


Are we who live in the present doomed never to experience autonomy, never to stand for 
one moment on a bit of land ruled only by freedom? Are we reduced either to nostalgia for 
the past or nostalgia for the future? Must we wait until the entire world is freed of political 
control before even one of us can claim to know freedom? Logic and emotion unite to 
condemn such a supposition. Reason demands that one cannot struggle for what one does 
not know; and the heart revolts at a universe so cruel as to visit such injustices on our 
generation alone of humankind. To say that “! will not be free till all humans (or all sentient 
creatures) are free” is simply to cave in to a kind of nirvana-stupor, to abdicate our 


humanity, to define ourselves as losers. 


| believe that by extrapolating from past and future stories about “islands in the net” we 


may collect evidence to suggest that a certain kind of “free enclave” is not only possible in 
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our time but also existent. All my research and speculation has crystallized around the 
concept of the TEMPORARY AUTONOMOUS ZONE (hereafter abbreviated TAZ). Despite its 
synthesizing force for my own thinking, however, | don’t intend the TAZ to be taken as more 
than an essay (“attempt”), a suggestion, almost a poetic fancy. Despite the occasional 
Ranterish enthusiasm of my language | am not trying to construct political dogma. In fact | 
have deliberately refrained from defining the TAZ — | circle around the subject, firing off 
exploratory beams. In the end the TAZ is almost self-explanatory. If the phrase became 


current it would be understood without difficulty... understood in action. 


Waiting for the Revolution 


How is it that “the world turned upside-down” always manages to Right itself? Why does 


reaction always follow revolution, like seasons in Hell? 


Uprising, or the Latin form insurrection, are words used by historians to label failed 
revolutions — movements which do not match the expected curve, the consensus-approved 
trajectory: revolution, reaction, betrayal, the founding of a stronger and even more 
oppressive State — the turning of the wheel, the return of history again and again to its 


highest form: jackboot on the face of humanity forever. 


By failing to follow this curve, the up-rising suggests the possibility of a movement outside 
and beyond the Hegelian spiral of that “progress” which is secretly nothing more than a 
vicious circle. Surgo — rise up, surge. Insurgo — rise up, raise oneself up. A bootstrap 
operation. A goodbye to that wretched parody of the karmic round, historical revolutionary 


futility. The slogan “Revolution!” has mutated from tocsin to toxin, a malign pseudo-Gnostic 
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fate-trap, a nightmare where no matter how we struggle we never escape that evil Aeon, 
that incubus the State, one State after another, every “heaven” ruled by yet one more evil 


angel. 


If History IS “Time,” as it claims to be, then the uprising is a moment that springs up and out 
of Time, violates the “law” of History. If the State IS History, as it claims to be, then the 
insurrection is the forbidden moment, an unforgivable denial of the dialectic — shimmying 
up the pole and out of the smokehole, a shaman’s maneuver carried out at an “impossible 
angle” to the universe. History says the Revolution attains “permanence,” or at least 
duration, while the uprising is “temporary.” In this sense an uprising is like a “peak 
experience” as opposed to the standard of “ordinary” consciousness and experience. Like 
festivals, uprisings cannot happen every day — otherwise they would not be “nonordinary.” 
But such moments of intensity give shape and meaning to the entirety of a life. The shaman 
returns — you can't stay up on the roof forever — but things have changed, shifts and 
integrations have occurred — a difference is made. You will argue that this is a counsel of 
despair. What of the anarchist dream, the Stateless state, the Commune, the autonomous 
zone with duration, a free society, a free culture? Are we to abandon that hope in return for 
some existentialist acte gratuit? The point is not to change consciousness but to change the 
world. (Note for Murray Bookchin, deceased. IF “anarchy” is “no authorities” then every 
act of resistance, every act of defiance, every guerrilla action against, any “authority” is 
an instantiation of anarchy. That is its authenticity in the face of the dull bureaucrats of 


yet another -ism.) 


| accept this as a fair criticism. I'd make two rejoinders nevertheless; first, revolution has 


never yet resulted in achieving this dream. The vision comes to life in the moment of 
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uprising — but as soon as “the Revolution” triumphs and the State returns, the dream and 
the ideal are already betrayed. | have not given up hope or even expectation of change — 
but | distrust the word Revolution. Second, even if we replace the revolutionary approach 
with a concept of insurrection blossoming spontaneously into anarchist culture, our own 
particular historical situation is not propitious for such a vast undertaking. Absolutely 
nothing but a futile martyrdom could possibly result now from a head-on collision with the 
terminal State, the megacorporate information State, the empire of Spectacle and 
Simulation. Its guns are all pointed at us, while our meager weaponry finds nothing to aim 
at but a hysteresis, a rigid vacuity, a Spook capable of smothering every spark in an 
ectoplasm of information, a society of capitulation ruled by the image of the Cop and the 


absorbant eye of the TV screen. 


In short, we're not touting the TAZ as an exclusive end in itself, replacing all other forms of 
organization, tactics, and goals. We recommend it because it can provide the quality of 
enhancement associated with the uprising without necessarily leading to violence and 
martyrdom. The TAZ is like an uprising which does not engage directly with the State, a 
guerilla operation which liberates an area (of land, of time, of imagination) and then 
dissolves itself to re-form elsewhere/elsewhen, before the State can crush it. Because the 
State is concerned primarily with Simulation rather than substance, the TAZ can “occupy” 
these areas clandestinely and carry on its festal purposes for quite a while in relative peace. 
Perhaps certain small TAZs have lasted whole lifetimes because they went unnoticed, like 
hillbilly enclaves — because they never intersected with the Spectacle, never appeared 
outside that real life which is invisible to the agents of Simulation. (Anarchy is NOT merely 
the overthrow of states — for if it was then all states would have to be overthrown for 


anything to be achieved. This is an aim but prudent politics also looks to AVOID states.) 
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Babylon takes its abstractions for realities; precisely within this margin of error the TAZ can 
come into existence. Getting the TAZ started may involve tactics of violence and defense, 
but its greatest strength lies in its invisibility — the State cannot recognize it because 
History has no definition of it. As soon as the TAZ is named (represented, mediated), it must 
vanish, it will vanish, leaving behind it an empty husk, only to spring up again somewhere 
else, once again invisible because undefinable in terms of the Spectacle. The TAZ is thus a 
perfect tactic for an era in which the State is omnipresent and all-powerful and yet 
simultaneously riddled with cracks and vacancies. And because the TAZ is a microcosm of 
that “anarchist dream” of a free culture, | can think of no better tactic by which to work 


toward that goal while at the same time experiencing some of its benefits here and now. 


In sum, realism demands not only that we give up waiting for “the Revolution” but also that 
we give up wanting it. “Uprising,” yes — as often as possible and even at the risk of 
violence. The spasming of the Simulated State will be “spectacular,” but in most cases the 
best and most radical tactic will be to refuse to engage in spectacular violence, to withdraw 


from the area of simulation, to disappear. 


The TAZ is an encampment of guerilla ontologists: strike and run away. Keep moving the 
entire tribe, even if it’s only data in the Web. The TAZ must be capable of defense; but both 
the “strike” and the “defense” should, if possible, evade the violence of the State, which is 
no longer a meaningful violence. The strike is made at structures of control, essentially at 
ideas; the defense is “invisibility,” a martial art, and “invulnerability” — an “occult” art 
within the martial arts. The “nomadic war machine” conquers without being noticed and 
moves on before the map can be adjusted. As to the future — Only the autonomous can 


plan autonomy, organize for it, create it. It’s a bootstrap operation. The first step is 
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somewhat akin to satori — the realization that the TAZ begins with a simple act of 
realization. (Note: See... Renzo Novatore. “There will always be society and | will always 
be on the outside of it looking in, a guerrilla against its existence, a pirate pillaging From 


it and defying its claim to absolute power.”) 


The Psychotopology of Everyday Life 


The concept of the TAZ arises first out of a critique of Revolution, and an appreciation of 
the Insurrection. The former labels the latter a failure; but for us uprising represents a far 
more interesting possibility, from the standard of a psychology of liberation, than all the 


“successful” revolutions of bourgeoisie, communists, fascists, etc. 


The second generating force behind the TAZ springs from the historical development | call 
“the closure of the map.” The last bit of Earth unclaimed by any nation-state was eaten up 
in 1899. Ours is the first century without terra incognita, without a frontier. Nationality is 
the highest principle of world governance — not one speck of rock in the South Seas can be 
left open, not one remote valley, not even the Moon and planets. This is the apotheosis of 
“territorial gangsterism.” Not one square inch of Earth goes unpoliced or untaxed...in 


theory. 


The “map” is a political abstract grid, a gigantic con enforced by the carrot/stick 
conditioning of the “Expert” State, until for most of us the map becomes the territory — no 
longer “Turtle Island,” but “the USA.” And yet because the map is an abstraction it cannot 


cover Earth with 1:1 accuracy. Within the fractal complexities of actual geography the map 
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can see only dimensional grids. Hidden enfolded immensities escape the measuring rod. The 


map is not accurate; the map cannot be accurate. 


So — Revolution is closed, but insurgency is open. For the time being we concentrate our 
force on temporary “power surges,” avoiding all entanglements with “permanent 


solutions.” 


And — the map is closed, but the autonomous zone is open. Metaphorically it unfolds within 
the fractal dimensions invisible to the cartography of Control. And here we should introduce 
the concept of psychotopology (and -topography) as an alternative “science” to that of the 
State’s surveying and mapmaking and “psychic imperialism.” Only psychotopography can 
draw 1:1 maps of reality because only the human mind provides sufficient complexity to 
model the real. But a 1:1 map cannot “control” its territory because it is virtually identical 
with its territory. It can only be used to suggest, in a sense gesture towards, certain 
features. We are looking for “spaces” (geographic, social, cultural, imaginal) with potential 
to flower as autonomous zones — and we are looking for times in which these spaces are 
relatively open, either through neglect on the part of the State or because they have 
somehow escaped notice by the mapmakers, or for whatever reason. Psychotopology is the 


art of dowsing for potential TAZs. 


The closures of Revolution and of the map, however, are only the negative sources of the 


TAZ; much remains to be said of its positive inspirations. Reaction alone cannot provide the 


energy needed to “manifest” a TAZ. An uprising must be for something as well. 
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1. First, we can speak of a natural anthropology of the TAZ. The nuclear family is the base 
unit of consensus society, but not of the TAZ. (“Families! — how | hate them! the misers of 
love!” — Gide) The nuclear family, with its attendant “oedipal miseries,” appears to have 
been a Neolithic invention, a response to the “agricultural revolution” with its imposed 
scarcity and its imposed hierarchy. The Paleolithic model is at once more primal and more 
radical: the band. The typical hunter/gatherer nomadic or semi-nomadic band consists of 
about 50 people. Within larger tribal societies the band-structure is fulfilled by clans within 
the tribe, or by sodalities such as initiatic or secret societies, hunt or war societies, gender 
societies, “children’s republics,” and so on. If the nuclear family is produced by scarcity (and 
results in miserliness), the band is produced by abundance — and results in prodigality. The 
family is closed, by genetics, by the male’s possession of women and children, by the 
hierarchic totality of agricultural/industrial society. The band is open — not to everyone, of 
course, but to the affinity group, the initiates sworn to a bond of love. The band is not part 
of a larger hierarchy, but rather part of a horizontal pattern of custom, extended kinship, 
contract and alliance, spiritual affinities, etc. (American Indian society preserves certain 


aspects of this structure even now.) 


In our own post-Spectacular Society of Simulation many forces are working — largely 
invisibly — to phase out the nuclear family and bring back the band. Breakdowns in the 
structure of Work resonate in the shattered “stability” of the unit-home and unit-family. 
One’s “band” nowadays includes friends, ex-spouses and lovers, people met at different jobs 
and pow-wows, affinity groups, special interest networks, mail networks, etc. The nuclear 
family becomes more and more obviously a trap, a cultural sinkhole, a neurotic secret 


implosion of split atoms — and the obvious counter-strategy emerges spontaneously in the 
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almost unconscious rediscovery of the more archaic and yet more post-industrial possibility 


of the band. 


2. The TAZ as festival. Stephen Pearl Andrews once offered, as an image of anarchist 
society, the dinner party, in which all structure of authority dissolves in conviviality and 
celebration. Here we might also invoke Fourier and his concept of the senses as the basis of 
social becoming — “touch-rut” and “gastrosophy,” and his paean to the neglected 
implications of smell and taste. The ancient concepts of jubilee and saturnalia originate in 
an intuition that certain events lie outside the scope of “profane time,” the measuring-rod 
of the State and of History. These holidays literally occupied gaps in the calendar — 
intercalary intervals. By the Middle Ages, nearly a third of the year was given over to 
holidays. Perhaps the riots against calendar reform had less to do with the “eleven lost 
days” than with a sense that imperial science was conspiring to close up these gaps in the 
calendar where the people's freedoms had accumulated — a coup d'etat, a mapping of the 
year, a seizure of time itself, turning the organic cosmos into a clockwork universe. The 


death of the festival. 


Participants in insurrection invariably note its festive aspects, even in the midst of armed 
struggle, danger, and risk. The uprising is like a saturnalia which has slipped loose (or been 
forced to vanish) from its intercalary interval and is now at liberty to pop up anywhere or 
when. Freed of time and place, it nevertheless possesses a nose for the ripeness of events, 
and an affinity for the genius loci; the science of psychotopology indicates “flows of forces” 
and “spots of power” (to borrow occultist metaphors) which localize the TAZ spatio- 


temporally, or at least help to define its relation to moment and locale. 
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The media invite us to “come celebrate the moments of your life” with the spurious 
unification of commodity and spectacle, the famous non-event of pure representation. In 
response to this obscenity we have, on the one hand, the spectrum of refusal (chronicled by 
the Situationists, John Zerzan, Bob Black et al.) — and on the other hand, the emergence of 
a festal culture removed and even hidden from the would-be managers of our leisure. “Fight 
for the right to party” is in fact not a parody of the radical struggle but a new manifestation 
of it, appropriate to an age which offers TVs and telephones as ways to “reach out and 


touch” other human beings, ways to “Be There!” 


Pearl Andrews was right: the dinner party is already “the seed of the new society taking 
shape within the shell of the old” (IWW Preamble). The sixties-style “tribal gathering,” the 
forest conclave of eco-saboteurs, the idyllic Beltane of the neo-pagans, anarchist 
conferences, gay faery circles...Harlem rent parties of the twenties, nightclubs, banquets, 
old-time libertarian picnics — we should realize that all these are already “liberated zones” 
of asort, or at least potential TAZs. Whether open only to a few friends, like a dinner party, 
or to thousands of celebrants, like a Be-in, the party is always “open” because it is not 
“ordered”, it may be planned, but unless it “happens” it’s a failure. The element of 


spontaneity is crucial. 


The essence of the party: face-to-face, a group of humans synergize their efforts to realize 
mutual desires, whether for good food and cheer, dance, conversation, the arts of life; 
perhaps even for erotic pleasure, or to create a communal artwork, or to attain the very 
transport of bliss — in short, a “union of egoists” (as Stirner put it) in its simplest form — or 
else, in Kropotkin's terms, a basic biological drive to “mutual aid.” (Here we should also 


mention Bataille’s “economy of excess” and his theory of potlatch culture.) 
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3. Vital in shaping TAZ reality is the concept of psychic nomadism (or as we jokingly call it, 
“rootless cosmopolitanism”). Aspects of this phenomenon have been discussed by Deleuze 
and Guattari in Nomadology and the War Machine, by Lyotard in Driftworks and by various 
authors in the “Oasis” issue of Semiotext(e). We use the term “psychic nomadism” here 
rather than “urban nomadism,” “nomadology,” “driftwork,” etc., simply in order to garner 
all these concepts into a single loose complex, to be studied in light of the coming-into- 
being of the TAZ. “The death of God,” in some ways a de-centering of the entire “European” 
project, opened a multi-perspectived post-ideological worldview able to move “rootlessly” 
from philosophy to tribal myth, from natural science to Taoism — able to see for the first 


time through eyes like some golden insect’s, each facet giving a view of an entirely other 


world. 


But this vision was attained at the expense of inhabiting an epoch where speed and 
“commodity fetishism” have created a tyrannical false unity which tends to blur all cultural 
diversity and individuality, so that “one place is as good as another.” This paradox creates 
“gypsies,” psychic travellers driven by desire or curiosity, wanderers with shallow loyalties 
(in fact disloyal to the “European Project” which has lost all its charm and vitality), not tied 
down to any particular time and place, in search of diversity and adventure...This 
description covers not only the X-class artists and intellectuals but also migrant laborers, 
refugees, the “homeless,” tourists, the RV and mobile-home culture — also people who 
“travel” via the Net, but may never leave their own rooms (or those like Thoreau who “have 
travelled much — in Concord”); and finally it includes “everybody,” all of us, living through 
our automobiles, our vacations, our TVs, books, movies, telephones, changing jobs, 


changing “lifestyles,” religions, diets, etc., etc. 
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Psychic nomadism as a tactic, what Deleuze & Guattari metaphorically call “the war 
machine,” shifts the paradox from a passive to an active and perhaps even “violent” mode. 
“God’’s last throes and deathbed rattles have been going on for such a long time — in the 
form of Capitalism, Fascism, and Communism, for example — that there’s still a lot of 
“creative destruction” to be carried out by post-Bakuninist post-Nietzschean commandos or 
apaches (literally “enemies”) of the old Consensus. These nomads practice the razzia, they 
are corsairs, they are viruses; they have both need and desire for TAZs, camps of black tents 
under the desert stars, interzones, hidden fortified oases along secret caravan routes, 
“liberated” bits of jungle and bad-land, no-go areas, black markets, and underground 


bazaars. 


These nomads chart their courses by strange stars, which might be luminous clusters of 
data in cyberspace, or perhaps hallucinations. Lay down a map of the land; over that, set a 
map of political change; over that, a map of the Net, especially the counter-Net with its 
emphasis on clandestine information-flow and logistics — and finally, over all, the 1:1 map 
of the creative imagination, aesthetics, values. The resultant grid comes to life, animated by 


unexpected eddies and surges of energy, coagulations of light, secret tunnels, surprises. 


The Net and the Web 


We've spoken of the Net, which can be defined as the totality of all information and 
communication transfer. Some of these transfers are privileged and limited to various elites, 
which gives the Net a hierarchic aspect. Other transactions are open to all— so the Net has 
a horizontal or non-hierarchic aspect as well. Military and Intelligence data are restricted, 


as are banking and currency information and the like. But for the most part the telephone, 
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the postal system, public data banks, etc. are accessible to everyone and anyone. Thus 
within the Net there has begun to emerge a shadowy sort of counter-Net, which we will call 
the Web (as if the Net were a fishing-net and the Web were spider-webs woven through the 
interstices and broken sections of the Net). Generally we'll use the term Web to refer to the 
alternate horizontal open structure of info-exchange, the non-hierarchic network, and 
reserve the term counter-Net to indicate clandestine illegal and rebellious use of the Web, 
including actual data-piracy and other forms of leeching off the Net itself. Net, Web, and 
counter-Net are all parts of the same whole pattern-complex — they blur into each other at 


innumerable points. The terms are not meant to define areas but to suggest tendencies... 


At this moment in the evolution of the Web, and considering our demands for the “face- to- 
face” and the sensual, we must consider the Web primarily as a support system, capable of 
carrying information from one TAZ to another, of defending the TAZ, rendering it “invisible” 
or giving it teeth, as the situation might demand. But more than that: If the TAZ is a nomad 
camp, then the Web helps provide the epics, songs, genealogies and legends of the tribe; it 
provides the secret caravan routes and raiding trails which make up the flowlines of tribal 
economy; it even contains some of the very roads they will follow, some of the very dreams 


they will experience as signs and portents... 


However, leaving aside all mere speculation about the future, we must face a very serious 
question about the Web and the tech it involves. The TAZ desires above all to avoid 
mediation, to experience its existence as immediate. The very essence of the affair is 
“breast-to-breast” as the sufis say, or face-to-face. But, BUT: the very essence of the Web is 
mediation. Machines here are our ambassadors — the flesh is irrelevant except as a 


terminal, with all the sinister connotations of the term. 
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The TAZ may perhaps best find its own space by wrapping its head around two seemingly 
contradictory attitudes toward Hi-Tech and its apotheosis the Net: (1) what we might call 
the Fifth Estate/Neo-Paleolithic Post-Situ Ultra-Green position, which construes itself as a 
luddite argument against mediation and against the Net; and (2) the Cyberpunk 
utopianists, futuro-libertarians, Reality Hackers and their allies who see the Net as a step 
forward in evolution, and who assume that any possible ill effects of mediation can be 


overcome — at least, once we've liberated the means of production. 


The TAZ agrees with the hackers because it wants to come into being — in part — through 
the Net, even through the mediation of the Net. But it also agrees with the greens because 
it retains intense awareness of itself as body and feels only revulsion for CyberGnosis, the 
attempt to transcend the body through instantaneity and simulation. The TAZ tends to view 
the Tech/anti-Tech dichotomy as misleading, like most dichotomies, in which apparent 
opposites turn out to be falsifications or even hallucinations caused by semantics. This is a 
way of saying that the TAZ wants to live in this world, not in the idea of another world, 
some visionary world born of false unification (all green OR all metal) which can only be 
more pie in the sky by-&-by (or as Alice put it, “Jam yesterday or jam tomorrow, but never 


jam today”). 


The TAZ is “utopian” in the sense that it envisions an intensification of everyday life, or as 
the Surrealists might have said, life's penetration by the Marvelous. But it cannot be 
utopian in the actual meaning of the word, nowhere, or NoPlace Place. The TAZ is 
somewhere. It lies at the intersection of many forces, like some pagan power-spot at the 
junction of mysterious ley-lines, visible to the adept in seemingly unrelated bits of terrain, 


landscape, flows of air, water, animals. But now the lines are not all etched in time and 
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space. Some of them exist only “within” the Web, even though they also intersect with real 
times and places. Perhaps some of the lines are “non-ordinary” in the sense that no 
convention for quantifying them exists. These lines might better be studied in the light of 
chaos science than of sociology, statistics, economics, etc. The patterns of force which bring 
the TAZ into being have something in common with those chaotic “Strange Attractors” 


which exist, so to speak, between the dimensions. 


The TAZ by its very nature seizes every available means to realize itself — it will come to 
life whether in a cave or an L-5 Space City — but above all it will live, now, or as soon as 
possible, in however suspect or ramshackle a form, spontaneously, without regard for 
ideology or even anti-ideology. It will use the computer because the computer exists, but it 
will also use powers which are so completely unrelated to alienation or simulation that they 
guarantee a certain psychic paleolithism to the TAZ, a primordial-shamanic spirit which will 
“infect” even the Net itself (the true meaning of Cyberpunk as | read it). Because the TAZ is 
an intensification, a surplus, an excess, a potlatch, life spending itself in living rather than 
merely surviving (that snivelling shibboleth of the eighties), it cannot be defined either by 
Tech or anti-Tech. It contradicts itself like a true despiser of hobgoblins, because it wills 


itself to be, at any cost in damage to “perfection,” to the immobility of the final. 


“Gone to Croatan” 


We have no desire to define the TAZ or to elaborate dogmas about how it must be created. 
Our contention is rather that it has been created, will be created, and is being created. 
Therefore it would prove more valuable and interesting to look at some TAZs past and 


present, and to speculate about future manifestations; by evoking a few prototypes we may 
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be able to gauge the potential scope of the complex, and perhaps even get a glimpse of an 
“archetype.” Rather than attempt any sort of encyclopaedism we'll adopt a scatter-shot 
technique, a mosaic of glimpses, beginning quite arbitrarily with the 16th-17th centuries 


and the settlement of the New World. 


The opening of the “new” world was conceived from the start as an occultist operation. The 
magus John Dee, spiritual advisor to Elizabeth I, seems to have invented the concept of 
“magical imperialism” and infected an entire generation with it. Halkyut and Raleigh fell 
under his spell, and Raleigh used his connections with the “School of Night” — a cabal of 
advanced thinkers, aristocrats, and adepts — to further the causes of exploration, 
colonization and mapmaking. The Tempest was a propaganda-piece for the new ideology, 


and the Roanoke Colony was its first showcase experiment. 


The alchemical view of the New World associated it with materia prima or hyle, the “state 
of Nature,” innocence and all-possibility (“Virgin-ia”), a chaos or inchoateness which the 
adept would transmute into “gold,” that is, into spiritual perfection as well as material 
abundance. But this alchemical vision is also informed in part by an actual fascination with 
the inchoate, a sneaking sympathy for it, a feeling of yearning for its formless form which 
took the symbol of the “Indian” for its focus: “Man” in the state of nature, uncorrupted by 
“government.” Caliban, the Wild Man, is lodged like a virus in the very machine of Occult 
Imperialism; the forest/animal/humans are invested from the very start with the magic 
power of the marginal, despised and outcast. On the one hand Caliban is ugly, and Nature a 
“howling wilderness” — on the other, Caliban is noble and unchained, and Nature an Eden. 


This split in European consciousness predates the Romantic/Classical dichotomy; it’s rooted 
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in Renaissance High Magic. The discovery of America (Eldorado, the Fountain of Youth) 


crystallized it; and it precipitated in actual schemes for colonization. 


We were taught in elementary school that the first settlements in Roanoke failed; the 
colonists disappeared, leaving behind them only the cryptic message “Gone To Croatan.” 
Later reports of “grey-eyed Indians” were dismissed as legend. What really happened, the 
textbook implied, was that the Indians massacred the defenseless settlers. However, 
“Croatan” was not some Eldorado; it was the name of a neighboring tribe of friendly 
Indians. Apparently the settlement was simply moved back from the coast into the Great 
Dismal Swamp and absorbed into the tribe. And the grey-eyed Indians were real — they're 
still there, and they still call themselves Croatans. So — the very first colony in the New 
World chose to renounce its contract with Prospero (Dee/Raleigh/Empire) and go over to 


Wt 


the Wild Men with Caliban. They dropped out. They became “Indians,” “went native,” opted 
for chaos over the appalling miseries of serfing for the plutocrats and intellectuals of 


London. 


As America came into being where once there had been “Turtle Island,” Croatan remained 
embedded in its collective psyche. Out beyond the frontier, the state of Nature (i.e. no 
State) still prevailed — and within the consciousness of the settlers the option of wildness 
always lurked, the temptation to give up on Church, farmwork, literacy, taxes — all the 
burdens of civilization — and “go to Croatan” in some way or another. Moreover, as the 
Revolution in England was betrayed, first by Cromwell and then by Restoration, waves of 
Protestant radicals fled or were transported to the New World (which had now become a 
prison, a place of exile). Antinomians, Familists, rogue Quakers, Levellers, Diggers, and 


Ranters were now introduced to the occult shadow of wildness, and rushed to embrace it. 


1380 


Anne Hutchinson and her friends were only the best known (i.e. the most upper-class) of the 
Antinomians — having had the bad luck to be caught up in Bay Colony politics — but a 
much more radical wing of the movement clearly existed. The incidents Hawthorne relates 
in “The Maypole of Merry Mount” are thoroughly historical; apparently the extremists had 
decided to renounce Christianity altogether and revert to paganism. If they had succeeded 
in uniting with their Indian allies the result might have been an 
Antinomian/Celtic/Algonquin syncretic religion, a sort of 17th century North American 


Santeria. 


Sectarians were able to thrive better under the looser and more corrupt administrations in 
the Caribbean, where rival European interests had left many islands deserted or even 
unclaimed. Barbados and Jamaica in particular must have been settled by many extremists, 
and | believe that Levellerish and Ranterish influences contributed to the Buccaneer 
“utopia” on Tortuga. Here for the first time, thanks to Esquemelin, we can study a 
successful New World proto-TAZ in some depth. Fleeing from hideous “benefits” of 
Imperialism such as slavery, serfdom, racism and intolerance, from the tortures of 
impressment and the living death of the plantations, the Buccaneers adopted Indian ways, 
intermarried with Caribs, accepted blacks and Spaniards as equals, rejected all nationality, 
elected their captains democratically, and reverted to the “state of Nature.” Having 
declared themselves “at war with all the world,” they sailed forth to plunder under mutual 
contracts called “Articles” which were so egalitarian that every member received a full 
share and the Captain usually only 1 1/4 or 1 1/2 shares. Flogging and punishments were 


forbidden — quarrels were settled by vote or by the code duello. 
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It is simply wrong to brand the pirates as mere sea-going highwaymen or even proto- 
capitalists, as some historians have done. In a sense they were “social bandits,” although 
their base communities were not traditional peasant societies but “utopias” created almost 
ex nihilo in terra incognita, enclaves of total liberty occupying empty spaces on the map. 
After the fall of Tortuga, the Buccaneer ideal remained alive all through the “Golden Age” 
of Piracy (ca.1660-1720), and resulted in land-settlements in Belize, for example, which 
was founded by Buccaneers. Then, as the scene shifted to Madagascar — an island still 


unclaimed by any imperial power and ruled only by a patchwork of native kings (chiefs) 


eager for pirate allies — the Pirate Utopia reached its highest form. 


Defoe’s account of Captain Mission and the founding of Libertalia may be, as some 
historians claim, a literary hoax meant to propagandize for radical Whig theory — but it 
was embedded in The General History of the Pyrates (1724-28), most of which is still 
accepted as true and accurate. Moreover the story of Capt. Mission was not criticized when 
the book appeared and many old Madagascar hands still survived. They seem to have 
believed it, no doubt because they had experienced pirate enclaves very much like 
Libertalia. Once again, rescued slaves, natives, and even traditional enemies such as the 
Portuguese were all invited to join as equals. (Liberating slave ships was a major 
preoccupation.) Land was held in common, representatives elected for short terms, booty 
shared; doctrines of liberty were preached far more radical than even those of Common 


Sense. 


Libertalia hoped to endure, and Mission died in its defense. But most of the pirate utopias 
were meant to be temporary; in fact the corsairs’ true “republics” were their ships, which 


sailed under Articles. The shore enclaves usually had no law at all. The last classic example, 
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Nassau in the Bahamas, a beachfront resort of shacks and tents devoted to wine, women 
(and probably boys too, to judge by Birge’s Sodomy and Piracy), song (the pirates were 
inordinately fond of music and used to hire on bands for entire cruises), and wretched 
excess, vanished overnight when the British fleet appeared in the Bay. Blackbeard and 
“Calico Jack” Rackham and his crew of pirate women moved on to wilder shores and nastier 
fates, while others meekly accepted the Pardon and reformed. But the Buccaneer tradition 
lasted, both in Madagascar where the mixed-blood children of the pirates began to carve 
out kingdoms of their own, and in the Caribbean, where escaped slaves as well as mixed 
black/white/red groups were able to thrive in the mountains and backlands as “Maroons.” 
The Maroon community in Jamaica still retained a degree of autonomy and many of the old 
folkways when Zora Neale Hurston visited there in the 1920's (see Tell My Horse). The 


Maroons of Suriname still practice African “paganism.” 


Throughout the 18th century, North America also produced a number of drop-out “tri-racial 
isolate communities.” (This clinical-sounding term was invented by the Eugenics Movement, 

which produced the first scientific studies of these communities. Unfortunately the 
“science” merely served as an excuse for hatred of racial “mongrels” and the poor, and the 
“solution to the problem” was usually forced sterilization.) The nuclei invariably consisted of 
runaway slaves and serfs, “criminals” (i.e. the very poor), “prostitutes” (i.e. white women 
who married non-whites), and members of various native tribes. In some cases, such as the 
Seminole and Cherokee, the traditional tribal structure absorbed the newcomers; in other 
cases, new tribes were formed. Thus we have the Maroons of the Great Dismal Swamp, who 
persisted through the 18th and 19th centuries, adopting runaway slaves, functioning as a 
way station on the Underground Railway, and serving as a religious and ideological center 


for slave rebellions. The religion was HooDoo, a mixture of African, native, and Christian 
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elements, and according to the historian H. Leaming-Bey the elders of the faith and the 


leaders of the Great Dismal Maroons were known as “the Seven Finger High Glister.” 


The Ramapaughs of northern New Jersey (incorrectly known as the “Jackson Whites”) 
present another romantic and archetypal genealogy: freed slaves of the Dutch poltroons, 
various Delaware and Algonquin clans, the usual “prostitutes,” the “Hessians” (a catch- 
phrase for lost British mercenaries, drop-out Loyalists, etc.), and local bands of social 
bandits such as Claudius Smith's. An African-Islamic origin is claimed by some of the groups, 
such as the Moors of Delaware and the Ben Ishmaels, who migrated from Kentucky to Ohio 
in the mid-18th century. The Ishmaels practiced polygamy, never drank alcohol, made their 
living as minstrels, intermarried with Indians and adopted their customs, and were so 
devoted to nomadism that they built their houses on wheels. Their annual migration 
triangulated on frontier towns with names like Mecca and Medina. In the 19th century 
some of them espoused anarchist ideals, and they were targeted by the Eugenicists for a 
particularly vicious pogrom of salvation-by-extermination. Some of the earliest Eugenics 
laws were passed in their honor. As a tribe they “disappeared” in the 1920's, but probably 


swelled the ranks of early “Black Islamic” sects such as the Moorish Science Temple. 


| myself grew up on legends of the “Kallikaks” of the nearby New Jersey Pine Barrens (and 
of course on Lovecraft, a rabid racist who was fascinated by the isolate communities). The 
legends turned out to be folk-memories of the slanders of the Eugenicists, whose U.S. 
headquarters were in Vineland, NJ, and who undertook the usual “reforms” against 
“miscegenation” and “feeble-mindedness” in the Barrens (including the publication of 
photographs of the Kallikaks, crudely and obviously retouched to make them look like 


monsters of misbreeding). 
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The “isolate communities” — at least, those which have retained their identity into the 20th 
century — consistently refuse to be absorbed into either mainstream culture or the black 
“sub-culture” into which modern sociologists prefer to categorize them. In the 1970's, 
inspired by the Native American renaissance, a number of groups — including the Moors 
and the Ramapaughs — applied to the B.I.A. for recognition as Indian tribes. They received 
support from native activists but were refused official status. If they'd won, after all, it 
might have set a dangerous precedent for drop-outs of all sorts, from “white Peyotists” and 
hippies to black nationalists, aryans, anarchists and libertarians — a “reservation” for 
anyone and everyone! The “European Project” cannot recognize the existence of the Wild 
Man — green chaos is still too much of a threat to the imperial dream of order. Essentially 
the Moors and Ramapaughs rejected the “diachronic” or historical explanation of their 
origins in favor of a “synchronic” self-identity based on a “myth” of Indian adoption. Or to 
put it another way, they named themselves “Indians.” If everyone who wished “to be an 
Indian” could accomplish this by an act of self-naming, imagine what a departure to 
Croatan would take place. That old occult shadow still haunts the remnants of our forests 
(which, by the way, have greatly increased in the Northeast since the 18-19th century as 
vast tracts of farmland return to scrub. Thoreau on his deathbed dreamed of the return of 


“...Indians...forests...”: the return of the repressed). 


The Moors and Ramapaughs of course have good materialist reasons to think of themselves 
as Indians — after all, they have Indian ancestors — but if we view their self-naming in 
“mythic” as well as historical terms we'll learn more of relevance to our quest for the TAZ. 
Within tribal societies there exist what some anthropologists call mannenbunden: totemic 
societies devoted to an identity with “Nature” in the act of shapeshifting, of becoming the 


totem-animal (werewolves, jaguar shamans, leopard men, cat-witches, etc.). In the context 
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of an entire colonial society (as Taussig points out in Shamanism, Colonialism and the Wild 
Man) the shapeshifting power is seen as inhering in the native culture as a whole — thus 
the most repressed sector of the society acquires a paradoxical power through the myth of 
its occult knowledge, which is feared and desired by the colonist. Of course the natives 
really do have certain occult knowledge; but in response to Imperial perception of native 
culture as a kind of “spiritual wild(er)ness,” the natives come to see themselves more and 
more consciously in that role. Even as they are marginalized, the Margin takes on an aura of 
magic. Before the whiteman, they were simply tribes of people — now, they are “guardians 
of Nature,” inhabitants of the “state of Nature.” Finally the colonist himself is seduced by 
this “myth.” Whenever an American wants to drop out or back into Nature, invariably he 
“becomes an Indian.” The Massachusetts radical democrats (spiritual descendents of the 
radical Protestants) who organized the Tea Party, and who literally believed that 
governments could be abolished (the whole Berkshire region declared itself in a “state of 
Nature”!), disguised themselves as “Mohawks.” Thus the colonists, who suddenly saw 
themselves marginalized vis-a-vis the motherland, adopted the role of the marginalized 
natives, thereby (in a sense) seeking to participate in their occult power, their mythic 
radiance. From the Mountain Men to the Boy Scouts, the dream of “becoming an Indian” 


flows beneath myriad strands of American history, culture and consciousness. 


The sexual imagery connected to “tri-racial” groups also bears out this hypothesis. “Natives” 
of course are always immoral, but racial renegades and drop-outs must be downright 
polymorphous-perverse. The Buccaneers were buggers, the Maroons and Mountain Men 
were miscegenists, the “Jukes and Kallikaks” indulged in fornication and incest (leading to 
mutations such as polydactyly), the children ran around naked and masturbated openly, 


etc., etc. Reverting to a “state of Nature” paradoxically seems to allow for the practice of 
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every “unnatural” act; or so it would appear if we believe the Puritans and Eugenicists. And 
since many people in repressed moralistic racist societies secretly desire exactly these 
licentious acts, they project them outwards onto the marginalized, and thereby convince 
themselves that they themselves remain civilized and pure. And in fact some marginalized 
communities do really reject consensus morality — the pirates certainly did! — and no 
doubt actually act out some of civilization’s repressed desires. (Wouldn’t you?) Becoming 


“wild” is always an erotic act, an act of nakedness. 


Before leaving the subject of the “tri-racial isolates,” I'd like to recall Nietzsche's enthusiasm 
for “race mixing.” Impressed by the vigor and beauty of hybrid cultures, he offered 
miscegenation not only as a solution to the problem of race but also as the principle for a 
new humanity freed of ethnic and national chauvinism — a precursor to the “psychic 
nomad,” perhaps. Nietzsche's dream still seems as remote now as it did to him. Chauvinism 
still rules OK. Mixed cultures remain submerged. But the autonomous zones of the 
Buccaneers and Maroons, Ishmaels and Moors, Ramapaughs and “Kallikaks” remain, or their 
stories remain, as indications of what Nietzsche might have called “the Will to Power as 


Disappearance.” We must return to this theme. 


The Will to Power as Disappearance 


Refusal 


against schooling 


against politics 
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Refusal of Work 


Refusal of the Church 


refusal of Home 


refusal of the family 


The TAZ exists not only beyond Control but also beyond definition, beyond gazing and 
naming as acts of enslaving, beyond the understanding of the State, beyond the State’s 


ability to see. (To refuse the things of society and to create ourselves.) 


Ratholes in the Babylon of Information 


we must realize (make real) the moments and spaces in which freedom is not only possible 
but actual. We must Know in what ways we are genuinely oppressed, and also in what ways 
we are self-repressed or ensnared in a fantasy in which ideas oppress us. WORK, for 
example, is a far more actual source of misery for most of us than legislative politics. 
Alienation is far more dangerous for us than toothless outdated dying ideologies. Mental 
addiction to “ideals” — which in fact turn out to be mere projections of our resentment and 
sensations of victimization — will never further our project. The TAZ is not a harbinger of 
some pie-in-the-sky Social Utopia to which we must sacrifice our lives that our children’s 
children may breathe a bit of free air. The TAZ must be the scene of our present autonomy, 


but it can only exist on the condition that we already know ourselves as free beings. 
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Liberation is realized struggle — this is the essence of Nietzsche's “self-overcoming.” The 
present thesis might also take for a sign Nietzsche’s wandering. It is the precursor of the 
drift, in the Situ sense of the derive and Lyotard’s definition of driftwork. We can foresee a 
whole new geography, a kind of pilgrimage-map in which holy sites are replaced by peak 
experiences and TAZs: a real science of psychotopography, perhaps to be called “geo- 


autonomy” or “anarchomancy.” 


The TAZ involves a kind of ferality, a growth from tameness to wild(er)ness, a “return” 
which is also a step forward. It also demands a “yoga” of chaos, a project of “higher” 
orderings (of consciousness or simply of life) which are approached by “surfing the wave- 
front of chaos,” of complex dynamism. The TAZ is an art of life in continual rising up, wild 
but gentle — a seducer not a rapist, a smuggler rather than a bloody pirate, a dancer not an 


eschatologist. 


And so what to make of all this? Hakim Bey’s text amounts to fragments of suggestive 
ideas (some only words or phrases — “poetic terrorism”, “nomadology”) for an anarchy of 
today, an anarchy for now, something that can be done in which anarchist consciousness 
and free-spiritedness may be expressed with some measure of reality. It seems to me 
more than “masturbation” (and Far more consequential) — although | have no problems 
with masturbation whatsoever at all and Find it as daily a necessity as eating and washing 
are. What it is not doing, of course, is trying to take over the world (as Bookchin would 
like to by means of the infiltration of local and, eventually, national government the last 
time | struggled to read him - a most dull and boring, not to say unimaginable, scenario. 


Revolutions never work, remember? Its not only Hakim Bey who says that. The very 


sensible David Graeber said it too in his book Direct Action). Hakim Bey in TAZ stands For 
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encouraging people to imagine their own oases (and networks of oases) where their own 
rules and values apply and where an imaginary permanence is not part of its 
constitution. Nothing lasts Forever and Bey’s ideas fully accept and acknowledge this 
reality where more traditional anarchisms imagine their own thousand year reigns (and 
they are, and will always be, totally imaginary. Even if anarchism were about “running the 


world” — and | Fundamentally insist it can’t be — ITS IMPOSSIBLE ANYWAY.) 


Key to this manifesto to me is then its promotion of DIVERSITY. A TAZ might conceivably 
never be the same thing twice — and that is fine because there is nothing to say one has 
to be. (We can go Further: if they were it would defeat the purpose of the TAZ as an 
idea.) This is then the ultimate in Flexibility - which should be imagined as usefulness and 
usability - and removes the authenticity of excuses. Why is one not propagating the 
revolution? Because revolution is implicitly almost impossible and requires mobilisation 
of people and resources that can only be achieved in exceptional circumstances. But why 
is one not creating a TAZ? Why is one not oneself a TAZ? This is more difficult to explain 
away. A TAZ is then an ever-present opportunity to create a time, space or existence 
which is in rebellion against the status quo in some unique way yet it will also be 
connected to all other such opportunities and actualities as a manifestation of a similar 
thing. Bey wants to talk about “ontology” here and, in that language, we can say that 
each TAZ shares being with another but then in this sense, we can also say that, actually, 
each TAZ is really nothing at all; it is a moment, unique, separate, a precursor to its own 


non-existence. 


Its contingency is also, of course, a part of its constitution and being but we should not 


weep over its lack of permanent purpose For there will also be the opportunity to create 
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endless others. (That things change and so that no organisation is sufficient unto all 
possible and actual circumstances is then wisdom to be recognised.) In this that each TAZ 
is uniquely self-organised is another key to its nature. A TAZ is the activity of a person or 
persons in interaction with circumstances in order to create opportunities for defiance, 
resistance, Free relations, habits of self-sufficiency and insurrectionary consciousness. As 
| read TAZ, as one who has previously read Wilson’s book on the Moorish pirates and 
their European fellows and converts, Pirate Utopias: Moorish Corsairs & European 
Renegadoes, what | think of is the pirates of Rabat-Sale, known colloquially as the “Sally 
Rovers”. Pirates, in Fact, seem one of Wilson's own inspirations here and so the whole 
idea meshes well with what | myself have been saying. Everything | have said, both here 
and elsewhere, about pirates thus applies here too. The pirate land base was a TAZ and 
the pirate ship was a TAZ. No two were ever the same and no two needed to be. But 
there was still a connection between them - and pirates, as has been previously 
explained, were still switching loyalties and going from crew to crew and ship to ship 
even as others joined or left (some of the latter always due to dying). Everyone accepted 
nothing lasts Forever and everyone determined to live their life in defiance of the 
dominant “permanent structures” that governments and nascent empires were trying to 
impose on the world anyway. Impermanence is not a barrier to action for it is entirely 
possible to say that you will live as you want for as long as you can and to say “Give me 


nu 
! 


Freedom or give me death!” (Even Graeber, in the aforementioned Direct Action, notes 
that one selF-organising strategy is simply to do what you are going to do anyway — and 


to dare anyone else to stop you.) 


Hakim Bey was evidently not so keen on the dying part. He would much rather stay alive 


(as he says in TAZ in Fact). But then what pirate wouldn't? It remains true, however, that 
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life, like the TAZ, is temporary, contingent, impermanent. Pirate life, as already 
suggested, conjures up the image of the TAZ that Hakim Bey has painted in the book of 
the same name (if with endless threads to other ideas, syncretistically entwined, as well). 
Writing now as Peter Lamborn Wilson, and to give more detail to the idea of a TAZ in the 
explanation of it here, this is what our author has to say about pirates in the Final chapter 
of Pirate Utopias: Moorish Corsairs and European Renegadoes (a “renegado” being a 
European who throws in his lot with the more Muslim-influenced denizens of northern 


Africa at that time): 


Later in the 17th and early in the 18th century, a number of independent "pirate utopias" 
came into being elsewhere in the world. The most famous of these were Hispaniola, where 
the Buccaneers created their own short-lived highly anarchic society; Libertalia, in 
Madagascar; Ranter's Bay, also in Madagascar; and Nassau, in the Bahamas, which was the 


last classical pirate utopia. 


Most historians have failed to note the significance of the pirates' land enclaves, seeing 
them simply as resting-places between cruises. The notion of a pirate society is a 
contradiction in terms in most theories of history, whether Marxist or otherwise - but the 
Buccaneers of Hispaniola (modern Santo Domingo) constituted just such a society. 
Hispaniola was a sort of No Go Zone in the late 16th or early 17th century; the Native 
population had declined, and no European power held an effective claim. Shipwrecked 
sailors, deserters, runaway slaves and serfs ("Maroons") and other dropouts began to find 
themselves in Hispaniola, free of all governance, and able to make a living of sorts as 
hunters. Feral cattle and pigs, descended from the herds of failed and vanished attempts at 


settlements, roamed the forest, along with wild game. Boucan or smoke-dried meat (a 
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technique learned from the native Caribs) could be exchanged with passing ships for other 
merchandise. Here originated the "Brethren of the Coast", quite conscious of their freedom 
and organized (minimally and egalitarianly) to preserve it. Later communities were founded 
in Tortuga and New Providence. The Buccaneers turned only gradually to piracy, and when 
they did so they banded together under "Articles" or ships' constitutions, some of them 
quoted by Exquemelin (the only eye-witness chronicler of the Buccaneers in their "golden 
age"). The Articles are almost the only authentic pirate documents in existence. They 
generally called for election of all officers except Ship's Quartermaster and other "artists" 
such as sailmaker, cook, or musician. Captains were elected and received as little as one- 
and-a-half or two times a crewman's share. Corporal punishment was outlawed, and 
disagreements even between officers and men were resolved at a drumhead court, or by 
the Code Duello. Sometimes a clause would be inserted by some dour Welsh pirate (like 
"Black Bart" Roberts) forbidding women and boys on board ship - but usually not. Liquor 
was never forbidden. Pirate ships were true republics, each ship (or fleet) an independent 


floating democracy. 


The early Buccaneers lived a fairly idyllic life in the woods, a life marked by extremes of 
poverty and plenty, cruelty and generosity, and punctuated by desperate ventures to sea in 
leaky canoes and jury-rigged sloops. The Buccaneer way of life had an obvious appeal: 
interracial harmony, class solidarity, freedom from government, adventure, and possible 
glory. Other endeavors sprang up. Belize was first settled by Buccaneers. The town of Port 
Royal on Jamaica became their stomping ground; its haunted ruins can still be seen beneath 
the sea that drowned it whole in 1692. But even before this quietus of biblical proportions 
the Buccaneer life had already come to an end. The brilliant Henry Morgan, bold and lucky, 


rose to leadership, organized the amazing Buccaneer invasion of Panama in 1671 - then 
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took the Pardon along with an English appointment as Governor and High Judge, and 
returned to his old haunts as the executioner of his old comrades. It was certainly the end of 


an era; the surviving Buccaneers, cut adrift from permanent land bases, became pirates. 


But the "golden age" dream lingered on: the sylvan idyll of Hispaniola became both a myth 
of origin, and a political goal. From now on, whenever the pirates had a chance, they would 
attempt the foundation of permanent or semi-permanent land enclaves. The ideal 
conditions included proximity to sea-lanes, friendly Natives (and Native women), seclusion 
and remoteness from all writ and reality of European power, a pleasant tropical climate, 
and perhaps a trading post or tavern where they could squander their booty. They were 
prepared to accept temporary leadership in a combat situation, but on shore they preferred 
absolute freedom even at the price of violence. In pursuit of booty, they were willing to live 
or die by radical democracy as an organizing principle; but in the enjoyment of booty, they 
insisted on anarchy. Some shore-enclaves consisted of nothing more than a hidden harbor, a 
beach where ships’ hulls could be scraped, and a spring of clean water. Others were vicious 
little ports like Port Royal or Baltimore (in south-west Ireland and discussed elsewhere in 
Wilson's book), run by "respectable" crooks like Thomas Crooke, who were simply parasites 
on piracy. But other enclaves can really only be called intentional communities - after all, 
they were intended, and they were communal - and therefore can rightfully be considered 


as Pirate Utopias. 


In the early 1700's the scene of action shifted from the Caribbean to the Indian Ocean. 
Europe had begun its colonialist-imperialist relations with the "Near" East and India, but a 
great deal of territory remained "untamed". The perfect location for land-enclaves proved 


to be Madagascar, conveniently located near the Islamic pilgrimage sea route to Arabia and 
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Mecca. The famous Capt. Avery established a legend by scoring the imperial Moghul dhow 
on its way from India to the Hajj, winning a diamond the size of an egg, and "marrying" a 
Moghul princess; the diamond and other jewels were reputedly buried somewhere around 
or in Boston Harbor and have never been recovered. Other pirates had no desire to return to 
either America or Europe, and Madagascar looked promising. Neither Islam nor Christianity 
had penetrated the huge island, which remained tribal, pagan, and even "megalithic" in its 
hundreds of Native "kingdoms". Some tribes proved eager for alliances with the pirates, and 
some of the women too. The climate was ideal, a few trading posts were opened, and the 
concept of the Pirate Utopia was revived. In some cases an individual adventurer might 
"marry the king's daughter" or in some other way insinuate himself into Native society; in 
other cases a group of pirates would settle in their own village, near a friendly tribe, and 


work out their own social arrangements. 


One such utopia was founded at "Ranter's Bay" - a place-name which, as (historian) 
Christopher Hill points out, lends some credence to the assumption that radical antinomian 
sects may have found adherents amongst the pirates. According to Daniel Defoe's “The 
King of the Pirates” (1720), Capt. Avery himself settled for a while in Madagascar as a 
"mock-king". Hill points out that "Defoe stressed the libertarian aspects of Avery's 
settlement. 'In a free state, as we were, everybody was free to go wherever they would.’” 
Another Madagascar settlement was made by one Capt. North and his crew. But without a 


doubt the most interesting and the most famous of the Madagascar utopias - certainly the 


most utopian was "Libertatia" (or Libertalia)... 


When the Renegadoes disappeared, they left behind them no "issue" - no obvious 


permanent trace of their existence. In Madagascar the pirates’ "half-breed" children created 
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a new culture, but in North Africa the converts and their descendants were simply absorbed 
into the general population. Their influence on European civilization seems to be nil, or even 
less than nothing: like relatives who have disgraced themselves, they are not mentioned - 
not just forgotten, but deliberately forgotten. They did nothing to shift the border of 
Islamdom toward the West, despite their centuries of jihad. They created no distinctive art 
forms, and left behind not one page of "literature". A few names, a few anecdotes of 
cruelty... the rest has vanished. Despite the sheer anomalous mystery of their existence - 
thousands of 17th century European converts to Islam! - they have received almost no 
attention from analytical or interpretive historians; they have aroused no curiosity amongst 


historians of religion; they have faded to insignificance, almost to invisibility. 


Pirates, apostates, traitors, degenerates, heretics - what positive meaning could possibly be 
expected to emerge from such a dire combination? Must we simply confess to a fascination 
with the perverse? After all, this constitutes the real motive of the piratologist, despite all 


protestations of shocked moral outrage, does it not? Not to mention the heresologist! 


To answer this objection | would just point out that heresy is a means of cultural transfer. 
When a religion from one culture penetrates another culture, it frequently does so (at least 
initially) as "heresy", only later do the Orthodox Authorities arrive to straighten everyone 
out and make them toe the line. Thus, for example, early Celtic Christianity absorbed a 
great deal of Druidry, and was seen from Rome as "heretical". In the process, not only was 
Christian culture introduced into Ireland, but Celtic culture was also introduced (more 
surreptitiously) into Christianity, or rather, into Christian European culture. A cultural 
transfer occurred, and this cross-cultural synergy added up to something new - something 


which produced (for instance) the Book of Kells. Spain during the Moorish Era represents a 


1396 


culture based on three-way transfers amongst Islamic, Jewish, and Christian traditions, 
especially in such "heretical" fields as alchemy (or poetry!). Alchemy as a "heresy" 


transferred Greek science into Renaissance Christendom, via Islam. And so on, and so forth. 


Apostasy can be considered as a special case of "heresy". And in the case of the 
Renegadoes, one very obvious area of cultural transfer consists of maritime technology. We 
can assume that not only did the Renegadoes introduce "round ships" and advanced 
metallurgy to Islamdom, they may also have introduced Islamic navigational mathematics 
and devices like the astrolabe to European mariners. This permeable boundary between 
"East" and "West" was most apparent in Moorish Spain, where mutual osmosis eventually 
generated a Columbus; and the process undoubtedly continued into the 17th century. We 
should be careful not to interpret this technical transfer as devoid of all spiritual 
significance - remember that Jewish Captain from Smyrna who was deemed a wizard for his 
navigational skills. The mariner's trade was a mystery, and the sailor (like the desert 


nomad) a man of suspect orthodoxy. 


We have speculated that 17th century mariners shared more than the secrets of a craft - 
they may have shared certain clandestine ideas as well: the idea of democracy, for example, 
or for that matter the idea of spiritual freedom, of freedom from "Christian Civilization" and 
all its miseries. If Islamophiliac notions circulated amongst educated Masons, why not also 
amongst a "masonry" of poor mariners? From ship to ship in whispers a rumor was 
circulated, a tale of the Barbary Coast, where wealth and "Moorish nieces" were to be won 
by the brave - by those few free spirits bold enough to renounce Christianity. If we have no 
written record of this "conspiracy", we may also ask what documents ever emerge from an 


oral and non-literate (sub) culture? We need no texts because we have proof of conspiracy 
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in the otherwise inexplicable historical fact of thousands of conversions, not only voluntary 


but emphatic; we have the evidence, in fact, of mass apostasy. 


Here then we are given an example not only of heresy as a means of cultural transfer, but 
also (and even more interesting) heresy as a means of social resistance. And it is here (as I've 
already implied) that | find the "meaning" of the Renegadoes and their lost world. It's true 
that this theoria or "vision" of the pirates must be suspect as a prolongation of my own 
particular subjectivity - and even as a" Romantic" prolongation, to be sure. But it's also true 
that no subjectivity is entirely unique. If | make bold to interpret the Renegadoes' 
experience, it's because in some sense | recognize it. Every history comprises in some degree 
a "history of the present" (as Foucault says), and perhaps even more so, a history of the self. 
But "every history" is not therefore to be deemed devoid of "objectivity" or to be merely 


subjective and romantic. 


| think | recognize the Renegadoes because somehow they too are "present". When Col. 
Qaddafi and the Irish Republican Army are accused of collusion and gunrunning, would it be 
misleading to mention the old, old Atlantean connection between Celts and North Africans? 
Just as the European Consensus of the 17th century denounced such conspiracy as treason 
and apostasy, so our modern media dismiss it as "terrorism". We are not used to looking at 
history from the terrorist's point of view, that is, from the point of view of moral struggle 
and revolutionary expropriation. In our modern consensus view, the moral right of killing 
and stealing (war and taxes) belongs only to the State; even more specifically, to the 
rational, secular, corporate State. Those who are irrational enough to believe in religion (or 


revolution) as a reason for action in the world are "dangerous fanatics”. Clearly not much 
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has changed since the 1600's. On the one hand, we have society; on the other hand, 


resistance. 


The 17th century knew no such thing as a secular ideology. Neither States nor individuals 
justified their actions by philosophical appeals to science, sociology, economics, "natural 
rights", or "dialectical materialism". Virtually all social constructs were predicated on 
religious values, or (at least) expressed in religious language. As for the ideology of 
Christian monarcho-imperialism - or for that matter the ideology of Islamic piracy - we are 
free to interpret both as mere window-dressing, hypocritical verbiage, sheer hypocrisy, or 
even hallucination; but this is to reduce history to a psychology of rape and plunder, devoid 
of all thought and intention. The influence of "ideas" on "history" remains problematical 
and even mysterious - especially when we hypostatize such vague complexities as 
categories or even as absolutes; but it does not follow from this that we can say nothing 
meaningful about ideas or about history. At the very least we must admit that ideas have 


histories. 


History has tended to view the Renegadoes' story as meaningless, as a mere glitch in the 
smooth and inevitable progress of European culture toward world domination. The pirates 
were uneducated, poor, and marginalized — and hence (it is assumed) they could have had 
no real ideas or intentions. They are seen as insignificant particles swept away from the 
mainstream of history by a freakish eddy or swirl of exotic irrationality. Thousands of 
conversions to the faith of the Other mean nothing; centuries of resistance to European- 
Christian hegemony mean nothing. Not one of the texts I've read on the subject even 
mentioned the possibility of intentionality and resistance, much less the notion of a "Pirate 


Utopia". The idea of the "positive shadow" of Islam is an ad hoc pro tem category | 
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constructed in order to try to understand the enigma of apostasy; no historian (as far as | 
know) has ever posited a connection between the intellectual lslamophilia of 
Rosicrucianism and the Enlightenment and the bizarre phenomenon of the Renegadoes. No 
one has ever interpreted their conversion to Islam as a kind of ultimate form of Ranterism, 
or even as a means of escape from (and revenge upon) a civilization of economic and sexual 
misery - from a smug Christianity based on slavery, repression, and elite privilege. Renegado 
apostasy as self-expression - mass apostasy as class expression - the Renegadoes as a kind 
of proto-proletarian "vanguard" - such concepts as these have no existence outside this 
book - and even | hesitate to advance them as anything more than quaint hypotheses. The 
"vanguard" failed, the Renegadoes vanished, and their incipient culture of resistance 
evaporated with them. But their experience was not meaningless, nor do they deserve to be 
buried in oblivion. Someone should salute their insurrectionary fervor, and their "temporary 


autonomous zone" on the banks of the Bou Regreg river in Morocco. 


What these centuries old pirates and the TAZ have in common is their desire For self- 
organisation and self-determination — and we may consider this the most significant 
political thing about them. Politics is often almost entirely bound up today with notions 
of “plans for society” or an obsession with how “the whole” must be catered For, the 
system maintained (of course, | really mean “controlled” or “enclosed” here for almost all 
of modern politics is locked up by the values of authoritarianism). It is my intuition that 
both pirates and Hakim Bey’s concept of the TAZ are overlooked as specifically political 
phenomena with something specifically political to say because THEY HAVE 
ABSOLUTELY NO INTEREST IN THIS. Pirates, as Gabriel Kuhn says in his writing about 
pirates, were only bothered about their own communities. The TAZ, similarly, is 


concerned with itself as an escape or relief (however temporary) From a coercive and 


1400 


oppressive elsewhere. That anyone would want to escape from, resist, deny, or 
otherwise imagine an alternative to “political normality” is then a political act in itself. 
Imagining a life composed of acts in which one does so, or creates networks in which 
others can do so, is then a kind of politics. But it is not the kind of politics which imagines 
a world of contradictions like “anarchist institutions” or “anarchist government”. This 
kind of anarchy is much more Renzo Novatore than Murray Bookchin. And note that 
Hakim Bey is not telling anyone what to do either. He suggests myriad ideas throughout 
his vast literary output but he issues no instructions. “Self-organisation” means exactly 
that. Your life, your responsibility. Have (or scrounge or beg or borrow or steal) your 


ideas and make your moves (and accept their consequences). 


Part of the motivation for the TAZ (as for the pirates so it would seem) is the concept of 
a time, place or set of relationships where things are done differently, connections are 
reconfigured and values are changed. In a sense, it is a “thinking everything again From 
the ground up”. This is also, of course, an action of political consequence for it puts 
current arrangements, priorities, values and outcomes in question. And it would seem 
basic to the concept of “self-organisation” that one would want to put them in question. 
Isn’t this why Prime Ministers and Presidents denounce “anarchists” as Foul creatures 
who want to destabilise the capitalist decadence they (hypocritically) imagine all of 
society shares in equally? But what else is the self-organiser to do? They believe in self- 


organisation! 


Such people cannot expect to be done any Favours, however, in the modern world as in 
the old one. IF ancient pirates were eventually hunted down as pestiferous nuisances 


plaguing the profitable shipping lanes of expanding empires, today pirates can expect 
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similar treatment — with disdainful commentary thrown in from acquiescent capitalist 
media. Consider, for example, the following extract From Peter Lamborn Wilson's essay 


“Somali Pirates” in the book Anarchist Ephemera: 


In the 21st century new world maritime order, 80 percent of the world's goods are now 
shipped in huge container vessels or tankers, driven by computers and manned by tiny 
skeleton crews. Under such conditions, some genius was bound to realize that a new golden 
age of piracy is now possible, that a few determined desperadoes in a rubber raft can 
capture and hold for ransom a ship worth millions. And, in fact, such tactics are being used 


even now in such dangerous waters as the Straits of Malacca or off the coast of Nigeria. 


The ancient Land of Punt is now part of Somalia, a "failed State" that has not had a 
functioning central government since 1991. According to the mass media, Somalia is a 
violent chaos of contending warlords, tribal coalitions, Islamist terrorists and corrupt legal 
regimes. Curiously enough however, not all Somalis seem to be pining away for the lost 
days of central authority. One Somali visitor to New York City told a friend of mine, "We 


don't like governments and we just don't want one." 


Among the armed groups roaming around Somalia, no doubt the strangest are five or six 
companies of good old-fashioned pirates who have discovered just how easily a leaky dhow 
or motorboat-full of AK-47 toting ex-fishermen can hijack a huge container ship. These 
crews go by such names as "The National Volunteer Coast Guard," and "The Somali 
Mariners." The implications of patriotism and self-defense are not meant as irony. The 


pirates believe they have a social role to perform, and they have good reasons. 
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With the collapse of government in 1991, the unprotected Somali coast began to attract 
two kinds of international criminals: illegal fishing expeditions and illegal toxic waste 
dumping operations. Local fishermen were violently shoved aside by high-tech armed 
vessels from many countries; even the Italian Mafia got involved. Facing starvation from 
highly depleted and poisoned fisheries, the Somalis felt forced to take "law" into their own 
hands and resist the invaders. Then, once they discovered how easy it was, they got 


ambitious. 


A well-informed Kenyan journalist, Mohammad Abshir Waldo, maintains that "Somali 
piracy" is simply a response to the international capitalist piracy of illegal fishing and 
dumping. But while the pirates are condemned as monsters, nothing is done to protect the 
Somalian people from wholesale depletion of fisheries or the pollution from toxic nuclear 


and medical waste. 


As one socialist in the European Union Parliament noted, the moral outrage is all about 
"protecting oil tankers. Nobody gives a damn about the people in Somalia who die like 
flies." The Western media have mocked this suffering with headlines like, "They Stole Our 


Lobsters,' say Pirates;' or simply ignore it. 


According to the "pirate spokesperson" Suguli Ali, who enjoyed his fifteen seconds of fame 
when his crew took a container ship full of tanks and other military goods last year, "We 
don't consider ourselves sea bandits. We consider the bandits to be those who illegally fish 
and dump in our seas." While the pirates earn about $100 million a year in ransoms for 
Somalia, the poachers and dumpers make about $300 million a year, so the battle remains 


uneven. 
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For this reason | would argue that the Somali pirates have a distinct "social" aspect to their 
struggle. Unlike the murderous South China Sea pirates, they rarely kill anyone (it's so bad 
for business) and generally treat their hostages well. "We eat spaghetti with them,” said 


Suguli Ali. "You know, human type food!" 


Although not all Somalis approve of the pirates, many do. "K'Naan," a Somali poet and 
rapper, said: "Can anyone ever really be for piracy? Well, in Somalia, the answer is: it's 
complicated... the truth is, if you ask any Somali if they think getting rid of the pirates only 
means the continued rape of our coast by unmonitored Western vessels, and the production 


of anew cancerous generation, we would all fly our pirate flags high." 


Several sources mention that many of the most beautiful young women in the country are 
flocking to pirate ports such as Eyl (in Puntland) hoping to marry pirates. Not only are they 
rich, they're also romantic. Eyl, which was a forgotten fishing village till the 1990s, now 
throbs with Land Cruisers and big cars, fancy new houses, and even special restaurants for 
the hostages serving "foreign food." Most pirates may be sincere about their protective role, 


but clearly they have no objections to enjoying their fame and booty. 


Naturally, the Western press has tried to link the pirates to "Islamist terrorism" and Al- 


Qaeda, but this ploy backfired when Somali's actual Islamist militia declared war on the 


pirates after a Saudi oil tanker was taken last year. 


The Islamists are called al-Shabab, literally "the Youth," meaning chivalrous youth. A pirate 


spokesperson quipped, "We are the Shehab of the sea and can't be scared by Shehab of the 
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land. If anybody tries to attack us, that would be suicide." And, so far the lslamists have not 


dared to attack. 


After an American vessel, the Maersk Alabama, was captured this April and its captain 
rescued following the killing of three pirates by US Navy SEAL snipers (as dramatised in the 
2013 film “Captain Phillips” starring Tom Hanks), and one wounded teenager, Abshir Boyah, 
"rendered" to NYC for trial, with Hillary Clinton making war-like noises offstage, it may be 
that the golden age of Somali piracy is about to pass into history and/or legend. But then 


again, maybe not. 


The basic trouble remains: it's just so darned easy to capture a modern cargo ship, so very 
difficult to escort and protect all the shipping that passes within 500 miles of the coast, and 
so impossible to "invade" the pirates' enclaves. Moreover, so long as nothing is done to 
protect the sea itself and its fish wealth, the basic social problem just isn't going to go 


away. 


To go up against “normality” (which today is synonymous with capitalist-authoritarian 
normality), we may muse, strikes many at the heart of said normality as perverse. In a 
sense, its an activity not understood and so one automatically regarded as morally 
suspect and, ultimately, repugnant. Pirates have been, and still are, regarded as political 
and economic problems but never as social ones, never mind that they might be 
symptoms of greater social issues that are problems created by a coercive and 
destructive “normality” itself (a sentiment true of ancient and modern versions of 
piracy). What is obvious to see from this, | hope, is that a political attitude of defying 


“normality” is absolutely essential (from numerous angles, in Fact) and this should be 
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manifested in ideas turned into actions, relationships, projects, alliances which defy 
normality as acts of resistance but also as lighthouses showing up dangers yet also 
pointing the way to new possibilities. This is not only because it is important that things 
like agency, autonomy and Free association become second nature, habitual, but because 
an insurrection against oppression needs visible evidence of its existence. And what 
better evidence than to live that insurrection and so carry it with you daily as 


experience? 


This idea is Further articulated in Hakim Bey’s /mmediatism (where the idea is to engage 
in things as unmediated as possible). In the opening piece here, titled “Ontological 


Anarchy in A Nutshell”, Bey writes: 


“Since absolutely nothing can be predicated with any real certainty as to the "true nature of 
things", all projects (as Nietzsche says) can only be "founded on nothing." And yet there 
must be a project - if only because we ourselves resist being categorized as "nothing." Out 
of nothing we will make something: the Uprising, the revolt against everything which 
proclaims: “The Nature of Things is such-&-such." We disagree, we are unnatural, we are 
less than nothing in the eyes of the Law — Divine Law, Natural Law, or Social Law - take your 


pick. Out of nothing we will imagine our values, and by this act of invention we shall live... 


Anarchists have been claiming for years that ‘anarchy is not chaos.’ Even anarchism seems 
to want a natural law, an inner and innate morality in matter, an entelechy or purpose-of- 
being. (No better than Christians in this respect, or so Nietzsche believed - radical only in 
the depth of their resentment.) Anarchism says that "the state should be abolished" only to 


institute a new more radical form of order in its place. Ontological Anarchy however replies 
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that no “state” can “exist" in chaos, that all ontological claims are spurious except the claim 
of chaos (which however is undetermined), and therefore that governance of any sort is 
impossible. "Chaos never died." Any form of “order" which we have not imagined and 
produced directly and spontaneously in sheer “existential freedom" for our own celebratory 


purposes - is an illusion. 


Of course, illusions can kill. Images of punishment haunt the sleep of Order. Ontological 
Anarchy proposes that we wake up, and create our own day - even in the shadow of the 
State, that pustulant giant who sleeps, and whose dreams of Order metastatize as spasms 


of spectacular violence. 


The only force significant enough to facilitate our act of creation seems to be desire, or as 
Charles Fourier called it, "Passion." Just as Chaos and Eros (along with Earth and Old Night) 
are Hesiod's first deities, so too no human endeavor occurs outside their cosmogeneous 


circle of attraction. 


The logic of Passion leads to the conclusion that all “states" are impossible, all "orders” 
illusory, except those of desire. No being, only becoming - hence the only viable government 
is that of love, or “attraction.” Civilization merely hides from itself - behind a thin static 
scrim of rationality - the truth that only desire creates values. And so the values of 


Civilization are based on the denial of desire.” 


This is a contradictory project, contradictory, that is, to the values and motivations of 


civilisation. Thus: 
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“Self and Other complement and complete one another. There is no Absolute Category, no 
Ego, no Society - but only a chaotically complex web of relation - and the "Strange 
Attractor", attraction itself, which evokes resonances and patterns in the flow of becoming. 
Values arise from this turbulence, values which are based on abundance rather than 
scarcity, the gift rather than the commodity, and on the synergistic and mutual 
enhancement of individual and group; - values which are in every way the opposite of the 


morality and ethics of Civilization, because they have to do with life rather than death.” 


This is something Fundamentally to do with life, with interaction and relationship, with 
pleasure and what Bey calls “the marvellous”. It is an immediacy which rebuffs and 
refuses the conscious control of “civilisation” or “society”, those social impositions which 
must control and consume absolutely. It is “play” and not seriousness. It is stealing time 
back from a regime that exists only to possess all of your time, all of your activities, all of 


your life. Thus: 


“The penetration of everyday life by the marvellous - the creation of "situations" - belongs 
to the "material bodily principle", and to the imagination, and to the living fabric of the 
present. The individual who realizes this immediacy can widen the circle of pleasure to some 
extent, simply by waking from the hypnosis of the "Spooks" (as Stirner called all 
abstractions); and yet more can be accomplished by "crime", and still more by the doubling 
of the Self in sexuality. From Stirner's "Union of Self-Owning Ones" we proceed to 
Nietzsche's circle of "Free Spirits" and thence to Fourier's "Passional Series", doubling and 


redoubling ourselves even as the Other multiplies itself in the eros of the group... 
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The task of Immediatist organization can be summed up as the widening of this circle. The 
greater the portion of my life that can be wrenched from the Work/Consume/Die cycle... 
the greater my chance for pleasure. One runs a certain risk in thus thwarting the vampiric 
energies of institutions. But risk itself makes up part of the direct experience of pleasure, a 
fact noted in all insurrectionary moments - all moments of waking-up - of intense 
adventurous enjoyments: - the festal aspect of the Uprising, the insurrectionary nature of 


the Festival. 


But between the lonely awakening of the individual and the synergetic anamnesis of the 
insurrectionary collectivity, there stretches out a whole spectrum of social forms with some 
potential for our "project". Some last no longer than a chance meeting between two 
kindred spirits who might enlarge each other by their brief and mysterious encounter; 
others are like holidays, still others like pirate utopias. None seems to last very long - but so 
what? Religions and States boasts of their permanence - which, we know, is just jive...; 


what they mean is death. 


We do not require "Revolutionary" institutions. “After the Revolution" we would still 
continue to drift, to evade the instant sclerosis of a polities of revenge, and instead seek out 
the excessive, the strange - which for us has become the sole possible norm. If we join or 
support certain "revolutionary" movements now, wed certainly be the first to "betray" 
them if they “came to power". Power, after all, is for us - not some fucking vanguard 


party... 


An attempt at a theory of the aesthetics of the group - rather than a sociology or politique - 


has been expressed here as a game for free spirits, rather than as a blueprint for an 
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institution. The group as medium, or as mechanism of alienation, has been replaced here by 
the Immediatist group, devoted to the overcoming of separation. This book might be called 
a thought-experiment on festal sodality — it has no higher ambitions. Above all, it does not 
pretend to know “what must be done" - the delusion of would-be commissars and gurus. It 
wants no disciples - it would prefer to be burned - immolation not emulation! In fact it has 
almost no interest in "dialogue" at all, and would prefer rather to attract co-conspirators 
than readers. It loves to talk, but only because talk is a kind of celebration rather than a 


kind of work. And only intoxication stands between this book - and silence.” 


This “anarchist politics” then (for that is what | conceive it to be) is something 
countercultural as of its nature. It sounds to me rather Cynic (as in Diogenes) in its 
refusal of “civilisation”. Here civilisation is imagined as forced relationships, habits, 
values, possessiveness and control which must be consciously avoided, denied, defied. 
We will become other. We will organise ourselves. We will meet as and when and for 
whatever reason we like. We will indulge and encourage our passions. We will seek 
pleasures the system forbids us — and we will seek them in ways we decide and oversee 
and that “society” does not control. We will refuse to commodify ourselves and our 


things. We will create self-selecting groups and associations. 


This latter point is something Bey focuses on in an essay about “The Tong”, a form of 
Chinese secret society which Bey describes as “a mutual benefit society For people with 
a common interest which is illegal or dangerously marginal - hence, the necessary 
secrecy.” Bey himself believed them useful in our context here as for purposes of 
“autonomy and individual realization”. He argues that, contrary to common anarchist 


principles of “open membership”, that we have reasons to be choosy: 
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“Many non-authoritarian organizations have foundered on the dubious principle of open 
membership, which frequently leads to a preponderance of assholes, yahoos, spoilers, 
whining neurotics, & police agents. If a Tong is organized around a special interest 
(especially an illegal or risky or marginal interest) it certainly has the right to compose itself 
according to the “affinity group" principle. If secrecy means (a) avoiding publicity & (b) 
vetting possible members, the "secret society" can scarcely be accused of violating anarchist 
principles. In fact, such societies have a long & honourable history in the anti-authoritarian 
movement, from Proudhon’s dream of re-animating the Holy Vehm as a kind of "People’s 


wu 


Justice,” to Bakunin’s various schemes, to Durutti’s "Wanderers”. 


All this activity, Bey imagines, is a matter of “the self-structuring & auto-valorization of 
Free time” and it is jarring to read that for it brings us Face to Face with the notion that 
our time has not been, and is not, our own. It is always something someone else has 
either bought or required (and so in any case OBLIGATED) and is not our own to use 
according to our desires and passions. Instead, it has been turned into a commodity to be 
bought and sold, used by others. So Bey speaks to the idea that what is actually 
desirable is “a return of the primitive” - something he strongly contrasts with “a return 
to the primitive”. In this idea one wanders in the thought worlds of Marshall Sahlins and 
“The Original Affluent Society” (that is, ancient hunter/gatherer society which would 
have gone on for tens of thousands of years, much longer than our own has even if you 
take the beginning of settled agriculture as the start point) and of Davids Graeber 
(Sahlins’ student) and Wengrow in their book The Dawn of Everything which posits 
primitive freedoms modern human beings are simply not allowed to enjoy. Obviously, of 
course, this is about a lot more than a material wealth and the commodification of 


things. Life is more than what you own. Or, at least, it would be if we created spaces 
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outside of the capitalist situation we find ourselves entrapped within. Something as 
basic as getting to decide what to do with your own time (and even that it is your own 


time) then becomes an unavoidably political activity. 


Bey discusses this further in the essay from /mmediatism titled “Immediatism Vs. 
Capitalism”. One thing the entire immediatism project consciously combats is 
“alienation” and capitalism is a master of producing this — not least as it tells you that 


your time and your life are not your own. Thus he writes: 


“Capitalism only supports certain kinds of groups, the nuclear family for example, or "the 
people | know at my job," because such groups are already self-alienated & hooked into the 
Work/Consume/Die structure. Other kinds of groups may be allowed; but will lack all 
support from the societal structure, & thus find themselves facing grotesque challenges & 


difficulties which appear under the guise of "bad luck." 


The first & most innocent-seeming obstacle to any Immediatist project will be the 
“busyness” or "need to make a living" faced by each of its associates. However there is no 
real innocence here - only our profound ignorance of the ways is which Capitalism itself is 


organized to prevent all genuine conviviality. 


No sooner have a group of friends begun to visualize immediate goals realizable only thru 
solidarity & cooperation, when suddenly one of them will be offered a "good" job in 
Cincinnati or teaching English in Taiwan - or else have to move back to California to care for 
a dying parent - or else they'll lose the “good" job they already have & be reduced to a state 


of misery which precludes their very enjoyment of the group's project or goals (i.e. they'll 
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become "depressed"). At the most mundane-seeming level, the group will fail to agree ona 
day of the week for meetings because everyone is "busy." But this is not mundane. It's sheer 
cosmic evil. We whip ourselves into froths of indignation over "oppression" & “unjust laws" 
when in fact these abstractions have little impact on our daily lives — while that which really 
makes us miserable goes unnoticed, written off to "busyness" or "distraction" or even to the 


nature of reality itself ("Well, | can't live without a job"). 


Yes, perhaps it's true we can't "live" without a job - although | hope we're grown-up enough 
to know the difference between life & the accumulation of a bunch of fucking gadgets Still, 
we must constantly remind ourselves (since our culture won't do it for us) that this monster 
called WORK remains the precise & exact target of our rebellious wrath, the one single most 
oppressive reality we face (& we must learn also to recognize Work when its disguised as 


"leisure"). 


To be "too busy" for the Immediatist project is to miss the very essence of Immediatism. To 
struggle to come together every Monday night (or whatever), in the teeth of the gale of 
busyness (“business”!), or family, or invitations to stupid parties - that struggle is already 
Immediatism itself. Succeed in actually physically meeting face-to-face with a group which 
is not your spouse-&-kids, or the “guys from my job," or your 12-step Program - & you have 
already achieved virtually everything Immediatism yearns for. An actual project will arise 
almost spontaneously out of this successful slap-in-the-face of the social norm of alienated 
boredom. Outwardly, of course, the project will seem to be the group's purpose, its motive 
for coming together - but in fact the opposite is true. We're not kidding or indulging in 
hyperbole when we insist that meeting-face-to-face is already "the revolution”. Attain it & 


the creativity part comes naturally; like “the kingdom of heaven" it will be added unto you. 
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Of course it will be horribly difficult - why else would we have spent the last decade trying 
to construct our "bohemia in the mail,” if it were easy to have it in some quartier latin or 
rural commune? The rat-bastard Capitalist scum who are telling you to "reach out & touch 
someone" with a telephone or “be there!" (where? alone in front of a goddam television??) -- 
these lovecrafty suckers are trying to turn you into a scrunched-up blood-drained pathetic 
crippled little cog in the death-machine of the human soul (& let's not have any theological 
quibbles about what we mean by "soul"!). Fight them - by meeting with friends, not to 
consume or produce, but to enjoy friendship - & you will have triumphed (at least for a 
moment) over the most pernicious conspiracy in EuroAmerican society today - the 
conspiracy to turn you into a living corpse galvanized by prosthesis & the terror of scarcity -- 
to tum you into a spook haunting your own brain. This is not a petty matter! This is a 


question of failure or triumph!’ 


Needless to say, there are lots of “spooks haunting their own brains” out there, 
inauthentic, bad faith humans who lie to themselves every day about who they are 
(slaves to a work/death machine) and what their life is for (meaningless survival For as 
long as possible). Ask nearly anyone in this incarcerated landscape why they have a job 
and they'll reply, in that zombie tone, with, “I need to live”. Is that living then? Is this ‘life 
at any price’ existence worth it? Is this the only way to achieve “life”, this imprisoned, 
gaslit, policed life? Hakim Bey (and | hope all enlightened and free-spirited people 
everywhere) imagine not. Bey says that “almost everything enjoyable is in fact illegal. 
Babylon hates it when anyone actually enjoys life, rather than merely spends money in a 
vain attempt to buy the illusion of enjoyment.” It used to be imagined that “the best 
things in life are free” but this will sound like dangerous anarchy in the ears of a bought 


and paid for capitalist politician or a business leader going about their business under 
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the auspices of the authoritarian State. And so, should you be found enjoying yourself, 
“here come the peasants with their torches, eager to do the State’s bidding without 
even being asked.” Yes, part of our incarcerated life is that most of the prisoners also 
double up as guards. Don’t rock the boat, don’t dream of outside the walls, don’t even 
spend a minute of your time imagining an Other to this imprisoned normality. Or else! 
“Do you have a permit to exist?” (A prescient and disturbing question in an era when 
trans people are Finding their “permits to exist” increasingly revoked.) The politics of 
self-organisation formally contradicts the politics of oppression, coercion and control. 
Expect attack if you employ the Former from all under the influence of the latter. Expect 
to have to go on the offensive if you would not be just another one of the policed and 


the coerced. 


Thus, in a reprise of the immediatist theme of “the return of the primitive”: 


“The end of the Modern does not mean a return TO the Paleolithic, but a return OF the 
Paleolithic. Post-classical (or post-academic) anthropology has prepared us for this return of 
the repressed, for only very recently have we come to understand & sympathize with 
hunter/gatherer societies. The caves of Lascaux were rediscovered precisely when they 
needed to be rediscovered, for no ancient Roman nor medieval Christian nor 18th century 
rationalist could have ever have found them beautiful or significant. In these caves (symbols 
of an archaeology of consciousness) we found the artists who created them; we discovered 


them as ancestors, & also as ourselves, alive & present. 


Paul Goodman once defined anarchism as "neolithic conservatism." Witty, but no longer 


accurate. Anarchism (or Ontological Anarchism, at least) no longer sympathizes with 
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peasant agriculturalists, but with the non-authoritarian social structures & pre-surplus- 
value economics of the hunter/gatherers. Moreover we cannot describe this sympathy as 
“conservative.” A better term would be "radical," since we have found our roots in the Old 
Stone Age, a kind of eternal present. We do not wish to return to a material technology of 
the past (we have no desire to bomb ourselves back to the Stone Age), but rather for the 


return of a psychic technology which we forgot we possessed. 


The fact that we find Lascaux beautiful means that Babylon has at last begun to fall. 
Anarchism is probably more a symptom than a cause of this melting away. Despite our 
utopian imagination we do not know what to expect. But we, at least, are prepared for the 
drift into the unknown. For us it is an adventure, not the End of the World. We have 
welcomed the return of Chaos, for along with the danger comes - at last - a chance to 


create.” 


| suggest what all this means — as | round up what | have to say about Peter Lamborn 
Wilson/Hakim Bey — is not a blueprint for the Future but a set of words which you, as a 
budding self-organiser, will have to actualise for yourself and to your own recipe. What 


words are these? Consider the following: 


Pleasure Feral Chaos Creation Play Erotic 
Desire Poetry Autonomous Nomadic Spiritual Affinity 
Passion Festival Refusal Web Diversity Pirate 


These are all words Wilson uses in the texts I’ve discussed in this chapter. Somewhere in 


their connection and interpretation there lurks a politics, a politics of anarchy. 
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There is one more thing to discuss before | move on from Peter Lamborn Wilson to my 
Final chapter. As | was thinking how to end this chapter, | was browsing various essays 
and articles looking For something to Finish on. | didn’t really Find it but what | did Find, in 
a short piece called “Spiritual Anarchism: Topics for Research”, was the following 
comment in a piece which gives a brief description of a bare bones world history from a 


political/spiritual point of view: 


“the philosophical weakness of anarchism surely lies somewhere near the fault line 
between meaninglessness and ethics. How can there exist a right way to live in an ‘absurd’ 
universe? Existential commitment? Leap in the dark? But why not simply carve out one’s 


own share, or rather more?” 


This caught my attention, for one thing, because it once again reminded me of the 
artificiality and constructedness of “anarchism” as a philosophy in itself. | do believe the 
universe is “absurd” in the sense a reader of Albert Camus would understand that term 
and | am possessed of certain nihilist intuitions and inclinations. Thus, the notion that 
“anarchism” is, finally, the one, true and right, universal answer to the meaning of human 
existence in and through its organisation is, of course, completely unacceptable. As 
Wilson then here points out, the idea that there can be ANY “right way to live” (call it 
“anarchism” or anything else) is completely out of bounds because it is the institution of 
a new authority, a new measuring stick to beat human beings over the head with, a new 
metanarrative of how, supposedly, everything really and finally makes sense. We 
anarchists should continue to insist, however, that there is, and can be, NO “right way to 
live”; there can only be ways to live which people choose for themselves (hopefully!) For 


their own reasons. That is what anarchy is and means. 
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Because of this, | think, we see the wisdom of Hakim Bey’s attachment to “ontological 
anarchy” and, simultaneously, a reason For my own attraction, in past writing, to anarchy 
over anarchism. (As my writings on the subject will certainly bear out, | have always at 
least seen an anarchy and an anarchism as distinguishable things.) The question “How 
can there be a right way to live?” is then a very pertinent one and much more important 
than its obvious follow up “And what is it?”. There is no one right way to live: there are a 
DIVERSITY of ways to live and this is a situation, | would argue, which anarchy, if not 
necessarily anarchism, produces. Think of multiple pirate crews existing on the same 
ocean or multiple different peoples living across a landscape. Each have their own ways, 
understandings, values, senses of meaning. This planet is Full of diversity — co-existing 
diversity. It wouldn’t, and couldn’t, be what it is without it. Therefore, | imagine that, 
actually, ANARCHY is the greater thing (in what Wilson calls an “ontological”, and | would 
prefer to call an existential, sense); anarchism is merely the artificial ways human beings 


dream up to exist in the Former; always contingent, temporary, revisable. 


Anarchy by itself, of course, suggests a radical understanding of “self-organisation”. | am 
all in Favour of this. My view is that if, under the auspices of something called 
“anarchism”, you are touting the political philosophy of no leaders — as in no authorities — 
then you better damn well also have a matching belief in the agency, autonomy and free 
association of all people to go with it. You better, in other words, be of a mind to allow 
people to follow their desires and act, and organise, as they will. The consequence of 
anarchy is the acceptance of anarchy and nothing but anarchy. Chaos and order, often 
opposed concepts, mean the same thing from this point of view — and not least because 
nature is an anarchy, perhaps the supreme model for anarchy, and it absolutely manages 


to Find its own, uncoerced, kind of order, an order, and a chaos, of self-organisation. 
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Epilogue: “Fucking and Fighting”, Or, Lovers and Fighters Make Love and War 


“Hit me with your laser beam, laser beam me.” 


(Frankie Goes To Hollywood, “Relax”) 


“When two tribes go to war a point is all that you can score.” 


(Frankie Goes To Hollywood, “Two Tribes”) 


“Purge the soul. Make love your goal.” 


(Frankie Goes To Hollywood, “The Power of Love”) 


“We're a long way from home 
Welcome to the pleasuredome 
On our way home 
Going home where lovers roam 
Long way from home 
Welcome to the pleasuredome.” 


(Frankie Goes To Hollywood, “Welcome to the Pleasuredome’”) 


Let me tell you a story. Whether it actually occurred or not is not important. Once upon a 
time there was an employee of a customer service company. This company did third 
party customer service for other companies that did not want to organise customer 
service For themselves. In this case the client company was a world famous technology 
company but that’s not really important. As part of this employment the employee 


would take complaints about the products of the client company, assessing claims For 
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defective or non-suitable products against agreed criteria in order to ascertain if the 
customer was entitled to a replacement, either for free or at a nominal but standard 
cost. This gave the employee, as any of the other customer service representatives in 


the same room, access to an ordering system. 


Now this came with obvious temptations. What was to stop the devious employee From 
Fabricating a Fake order for a product either they or someone else wanted - either For 
the product itself or in order to sell it on for pure profit? The third party company, aware 
of this issue, tried to nip it in the bud before it began by assuring all agents, upon First 
being employed and trained, that they were being watched and that orders were being 
scrutinised. There was, thus, no point trying to game the system with a fake order 
because it would be noticed and stopped. And then the person who had placed the 
order, which was of course monitored, would be in a lot of trouble. Additional 
authenticity was added to this warning in that calls were routinely listened in on by staff 
at the company for the purposes of the ongoing training of the agents. Thus, the 


message went out loud and clear: you are being watched: you will be caught. 


But seeing is believing. So one day an employee, Finding themselves in a slight Financial 
bind, took a chance. “What if | just place one order, for something that can be sold as 
new, to see what happens? IF | get caught | can claim it was a mistake. Its not like there 
are lots of fake orders and I’m obviously a crook. Everyone gets one mistake,” they 
thought to themselves. And so they placed the order and it was shipped to the address 
they used in due course. Alarms did not go off. There was no being summoned to the 
manager's office. Nothing was Flagged. Regardless of what the employee, as all others, 


had been told, this False order had not been found. So the employee did it again. And 
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then again. Not very often at first, maybe once per week. But the weeks passed and the 
months passed and none of the orders were getting caught. Was it all bullshit that what 
was being done was being watched? The employee figured they should be smart. At the 
First hint of anything going wrong they were going to quit there and then and make arun 
For it. One order was a mistake. Twenty orders was crime. But nothing ever happened 
and after a few months it was not one false order a week but one or even two false 
orders a day. At the peak of this activity the employee was making £3,500 a week by 
selling the goods they had falsely ordered. Overall, they probably made over £200,000 
before they stopped an activity that went on for two years. Of course, in the end one 
order was picked up — but it was silly and at random by a supervisor Friend in the same 
office who recognised the employee’s home address and asked them, quietly, to delete 
the order and they would say no more about it. It was a lucky break that this was who 
Found it and the one warning was all the employee needed. They cancelled the order and 
handed in their notice. And they never heard anything about it ever again. They had 


completely gotten away with it. 


| tell this story not to tell the story of a devious employee who took advantage of their 
employer — although | have zero problem with this and encourage all employees to steal 
whatever they can get away with — but to highlight the conditions under which they were 
working. Whether orders were being checked or not, who can say? Only those higher up 
in the company actually know whether the claim “all the orders are being watched” was 
true or not. Perhaps they were checked at random or something like that. Perhaps it was 
all just talk. The important thing here, however, was that the employees existed at work 
in a state in which they came to believe that they were being watched in order to police 


their behaviour. In fact, it was a psychological technique formulated in order to get 
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employees to police their own behaviour. Tell people they are being watched and they 
will act as if they are being watched - which is not the same as if they are not being 
watched. Telephone calls were certainly monitored — although perhaps even that was 
not in every case — and this leant credence to the further claim about the orders. But was 


it all just a game to turn employees into policemen of themselves? 


IF it was, it has some philosophical precursors and foremost amongst these is Jeremy 
Bentham’s Panopticon, an imaginary prison in which all the inmates can be seen from a 
central location all of the time. It is the point of this prison, in Fact, that the inmates both 
imagine they are always being watched and that, actually, most of the time they are 
being watched. But this idea itself has contexts as Michel Foucault argues in his book 
Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison. For example, in the section of this book 
discussing “Panopticism” he begins by talking about how past societies dealt with the 


plague: 


“The following, according to an order published at the end of the seventeenth century, were 


the measures to be taken when the plague appeared in a town. 


First, a strict spatial partitioning: the closing of the town and its outlying districts, a 
prohibition to leave the town on pain of death, the killing of all stray animals; the division 
of the town into distinct quarters, each governed by an intendant. Each street is placed 
under the authority of a syndic, who keeps it under surveillance; if he leaves the street, he 
will be condemned to death. On the appointed day, everyone is ordered to stay indoors: it is 
forbidden to leave on pain of death. The syndic himself comes to lock the door of each 


house from the outside; he takes the key with him and hands it over to the intendant of the 
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quarter; the intendant keeps it until the end of the quarantine. Each family will have made 
its own provisions; but, for bread and wine, small wooden canals are set up between the 
street and the interior of the houses, thus allowing each person to receive his ration 
without communicating with the suppliers and other residents; meat, sh and herbs will be 
hoisted up into the houses with pulleys and baskets. If it is absolutely necessary to leave the 
house, it will be done in turn, avoiding any meeting. Only the intendants, syndics and guards 
will move about the streets and also, between the infected houses, from one corpse to 
another, the ‘crows’, who can be left to die: these are ‘people of little substance who carry 
the sick, bury the dead, clean and do many vile and abject offices’. It is a segmented, 
immobile, frozen space. Each individual is fixed in his place. And, if he moves, he does so at 


the risk of his life, contagion or punishment. 


Inspection functions ceaselessly. The gaze is alert everywhere: ‘A considerable body of 
militia, commanded by good officers and men of substance’, guards at the gates, at the 
town hall and in every quarter to ensure the prompt obedience of the people and the most 
absolute authority of the magistrates, ‘as also to observe all disorder, theft and extortion’. 
At each of the town gates there will be an observation post; at the end of each street 
sentinels. Every day, the intendant visits the quarter in his charge, inquires whether the 
syndics have carried out their tasks, whether the inhabitants have anything to complain of; 
they ‘observe their actions’. Every day, too, the syndic goes into the street for which he is 
responsible; stops before each house: gets all the inhabitants to appear at the windows 
(those who live overlooking the courtyard will be allocated a window looking onto the 
street at which no one but they may show themselves); he calls each of them by name; 
informs himself as to the state of each and every one of them - ‘in which respect the 


inhabitants will be compelled to speak the truth under pain of death’; if someone does not 
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appear at the window, the syndic must ask why: ‘In this way he will find out easily enough 
whether dead or sick are being concealed.’ Everyone locked up in his cage, everyone at his 
window, answering to his name and showing himself when asked — it is the great review of 


the living and the dead. 


This surveillance is based on a system of permanent registration: reports from the syndics to 
the intendants, from the intendants to the magistrates or mayor. At the beginning of the 
‘lock up’, the role of each of the inhabitants present in the town is laid down, one by one; 
this document bears ‘the name, age, sex of everyone, notwithstanding his condition’: a copy 
is sent to the intendant of the quarter, another to the office of the town hall, another to 
enable the syndic to make his daily roll call. Everything that may be observed during the 
course of the visits — deaths, illnesses, complaints, irregularities - is noted down and 
transmitted to the intendants and magistrates. The magistrates have complete control over 
medical treatment; they have appointed a physician in charge; no other practitioner may 
treat, no apothecary prepare medicine, no confessor visit a sick person without having 
received from him a written note ‘to prevent anyone from concealing and dealing with 
those sick of the contagion, unknown to the magistrates’. The registration of the 
pathological must be constantly centralized. The relation of each individual to his disease 
and to his death passes through the representatives of power, the registration they make of 


it, the decisions they take on it. 


Five or six days after the beginning of the quarantine, the process of purifying the houses 
one by one is begun. All the inhabitants are made to leave; in each room ‘the furniture and 
goods’ are raised from the ground or suspended from the air; perfume is poured around the 


room; after carefully sealing the windows, doors and even the keyholes with wax, the 
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perfume is set alight. Finally, the entire house is closed while the perfume is consumed; 
those who have carried out the work are searched, as they were on entry, ‘in the presence 
of the residents of the house, to see that they did not have something on their persons as 
they left that they did not have on entering’. Four hours later, the residents are allowed to 


re-enter their homes. 


This enclosed, segmented space, observed at every point, in which the individuals are 
inserted in a fixed place, in which the slightest movements are supervised, in which all 
events are recorded, in which an uninterrupted work of writing links the centre and 
periphery, in which power is exercised without division, according to a continuous 
hierarchical figure, in which each individual is constantly located, examined and distributed 
among the living beings, the sick and the dead — all this constitutes a compact model of the 
disciplinary mechanism. The plague is met by order; its function is to sort out every possible 
confusion: that of the disease, which is transmitted when bodies are mixed together, that of 
the evil, which is increased when fear and death overcome prohibitions. It lays down for 
each individual his place, his body, his disease and his death, his well-being, by means of an 
omnipresent and omniscient power that subdivides itself in a regular, uninterrupted way 
even to the ultimate determination of the individual, of what characterizes him, of what 


belongs to him, of what happens to him. 


Against the plague, which is a mixture, discipline brings into play its power, which is one of 
analysis. A whole literary fiction of the festival grew up around the plague: suspended laws, 
lifted prohibitions, the frenzy of passing time, bodies mingling together without respect, 
individuals unmasked, abandoning their statutory identity and the figure under which they 


had been recognized, allowing a quite different truth to appear. But there was also a 
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political dream of the plague, which was exactly its reverse: not the collective festival, but 
strict divisions; not laws transgressed, but the penetration of regulation into even the 
smallest details of everyday life through the mediation of the complete hierarchy that 
assured the capillary functioning of power; not masks that were put on and taken off, but 
the assignment to each individual of his ‘true’ name, his ‘true’ place, his ‘true’ body, his ‘true’ 
disease. The plague as a form, at once real and imaginary, of disorder had as its medical and 
political correlative discipline. Behind the disciplinary mechanisms can be read the haunting 
memory of ‘contagions’, of the plague, of rebellions, crimes, vagabondage, desertions, 


people who appear and disappear, live and die in disorder. 


If it is true that the leper gave rise to rituals of exclusion, which to a certain extent provided 
the model for and general form of the great Confinement, then the plague gave rise to 
disciplinary projects. Rather than the massive, binary division between one set of people 
and another, it called for multiple separations, individualizing distributions, an organization 
in depth of surveillance and control, an intensification and a ramification of power. The 
leper was caught up in a practice of rejection, of exile-enclosure; he was left to his doom in 
amass among which it was useless to differentiate; those sick of the plague were caught up 
in a meticulous tactical partitioning in which individual differentiations were the 
constricting effects of a power that multiplied, articulated and subdivided itself; the great 
confinement on the one hand; the correct training on the other. The leper and his 
separation; the plague and its segmentations. The first is marked; the second analysed and 
distributed. The exile of the leper and the arrest of the plague do not bring with them the 
same political dream. The first is that of a pure community, the second that of a disciplined 
society. Two ways of exercising power over men, of controlling their relations, of separating 


out their dangerous mixtures. The plague-stricken town, traversed throughout with 
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hierarchy, surveillance, observation, writing; the town immobilized by the functioning of an 
extensive power that bears in a distinct way over all individual bodies — this is the utopia of 
the perfectly governed city. The plague (envisaged as a possibility at least) is the trial in the 
course of which one may define ideally the exercise of disciplinary power. In order to make 
rights and laws function according to pure theory, the jurists place themselves in 
imagination in the state of nature; in order to see perfect disciplines functioning, rulers 
dreamt of the state of plague. Underlying disciplinary projects the image of the plague 
stands for all forms of confusion and disorder, just as the image of the leper, cut off from all 


human contact, underlies projects of exclusion.” 


This discussion takes place in Foucault’s book in the section on “discipline” and the key 
phrase in this piece of it | have just quoted is “a disciplined society” which is imagined by 
Foucault as a “political dream” of someone or other. It was “a disciplined society”, of 
course, which the bosses of the customer service company wanted too in order to deter 
potential taking advantage of their circumstances. In both cases here the solution is to 
have people scrupulously (or perhaps, in the case of the company, not nearly as 
scrupulously as was imagined) watched in order to coerce their behaviour. This was also 
the case with Bentham’s Panopticon itself, as he writes in the first of the imaginary 


letters that make up his musings on the concept: 


“Dear * * * *—I observed t’other day in one of your English papers, an advertisement 
relative to a House of Correction therein spoken of, as intended for * * * * * * * It occurred 
to me, that the plan of a building, lately contrived by my brother, for purposes in some 
respects similar, and which, under the name of the Inspection House, or the Elaboratory, he 


is about erecting here, might afford some hints for the above establishment. | have 
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accordingly obtained some drawings relative to it, which | here inclose. Indeed | look upon it 
as capable of applications of the most extensive nature; and that for reasons which you will 


soon perceive. 


To say all in one word, it will be found applicable, | think, without exception, to all 
establishments whatsoever, in which, within a space not too large to be covered or 
commanded by buildings, a number of persons are meant to be kept under inspection. No 
matter how different, or even opposite the purpose: whether it be that of punishing the 
incorrigible, guarding the insane, reforming the vicious, confining the suspected, employing 
the idle, maintaining the helpless, curing the sick, instructing the willing in any branch of 
industry, or training the rising race in the path of education: in a word, whether it be 
applied to the purposes a perpetual prisons in the room of death, or prisons for confinement 
before trial, or penitentiary-houses, or houses of correction, or work-houses, or 


manufactories, or mad-houses, or hospitals, or schools. 


It is obvious that, in all these instances, the more constantly the persons to be inspected are 
under the eyes of the persons who should inspect them, the more perfectly will the purpose 
of the establishment have been attained. Ideal perfection, if tie were the object, would 
require that each person should actually be in that predicament, during every instant of 
time. This being impossible, the next thing to be wished for is, that, at every instant, seeing 
reason to believe as much, and not being able to satisfy himself to the contrary, he should 
conceive himself to be so. This point, you will immediately see, is most completely secured 
by my brother’ plan; and, | think, it will appear equally manifest, that it cannot be 
compassed by any other, or to speak more properly, that if it be compassed by any other, it 


can only be in proportion as such other may approach to this. 
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To cut the matter as short as possible, | will consider it at once in its application to such 
purposes as, being most complicated, will serve to exemplify the greatest force and variety 
of precautionary contrivance. Such are those which have suggested the idea of 
penitentiary-houses: in which the objects of safe custody, confinement, solitude, forced 
labour, and instruction, were all of them to be kept in view. If all these objects can be 
accomplished together, of course with at least equal certainty and facility may any lesser 


number of them.” 


The simple plan of the Panopticon is then as follows (Letter 2) and that is Followed in my 


excerpted quotes here by the “essential points” and “advantages” of the plan as 


discussed in Letters 5 and 6: 


“Before you look at the plan, take in words the general idea of it. 


The building is circular. 


The apartments of the prisoners occupy the circumference. You may call them, if you please, 


the cells. 


These cells are divided from one another, and the prisoners by that means secluded from all 
communication with each other, by partitions in the form of radii issuing from the 
circumference towards the centre, and extending as many feet as shall be thought 


necessary to form the largest dimension of the cell. 
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The apartment of the inspector occupies the centre; you may call it if you please the 


inspector's lodge. 


It will be convenient in most, if not in all cases, to have a vacant space or area all round, 
between such centre and such circumference. You may call it if you please the intermediate 


or annular area. 


About the width of a cell may be sufficient for a passage from the outside of the building to 


the lodge. 


Each cell has in the outward circumference, a window, large enough, not only to light the 
cell, but, through the cell, to afford light enough to the correspondent part of the lodge. 
The inner circumference of the cell is formed by an iron grating, so light as not to screen any 


part of the cell from the inspector’s view. 


Of this grating, a part sufficiently large opens, in form of a door, to admit the prisoner at his 


first entrance; and to give admission at any time to the inspector or any of his attendants. 


To cut off from each prisoner the view of every other, the partitions are carried on a few 
feet beyond the grating into the intermediate area. Such projecting parts | call the 


protracted partitions. 


It is conceived, that the light, coming in in this manner through the cells, and so across the 
intermediate area, will be sufficient for the inspector's lodge. But, for this purpose, both the 


windows in the cells, and those corresponding to them in the lodge, should be as large as 
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the strength, of the building, and what shall be deemed a necessary attention to economy, 


will permit. 


To the windows of the lodge there are blinds, as high up as the eyes of the prisoners in their 


cells can, by any means they can employ, be made to reach. 


To prevent thorough light, whereby, notwithstanding the blinds, the prisoners would see 
from the cells whether or no any person was in the lodge, that apartment is divided into 
quarters, by partitions formed by two diameters to the circle, crossing each other at right 
angles. For these partitions the thinnest materials might serve; and they might be made 
removeable at pleasure; their height, sufficient to prevent the prisoners seeing over them 
from the cells. Doors to these partitions, if left open at any time, might produce the 
thorough light. To prevent this, divide each partition into two, at any part required, setting 
down the one-half at such distance from the other as shall be equal to the apperture of a 


door. 


These windows of the inspector’s lodge open into the intermediate area, in the form of 
doors, in as many places as shall be deemed necessary to admit of his communicating 


readily with any of the cells. 


Small lamps, in the outside of each window of the lodge, backed by a reflector, to throw the 
light into the corresponding cells, would extend to the night the security of the day. To save 
the troublesome exertion of voice that might otherwise be necessary, and to prevent one 
prisoner from knowing that the inspector was occupied by another prisoner at a distance, a 


small tin tube might reach from each cell to the inspectors lodge, passing across the area, 
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and so in at the side of the correspondent window of the lodge. By means of this 
implement, the slightest whisper of the one might be heard by the other, especially if he 


had proper notice to apply his ear to the tube. 


With regard to instruction, in cases where it cannot be duly given without the instructor's 
being close to the work, or without setting his hand to it by way of example before the 
learner's face, the instructor must indeed here as elsewhere, shift his station as often as 
there is occasion to visit different workmen; unless he calls the workmen to him, which in 
some of the instances to which this sort of building is applicable, such as that of imprisoned 
felons, could not so well be. But in all cases where directions, given verbally and at a 
distance, are sufficient, these tubes will be found of use. They will save, on the one hand, 
the exertion of voice it would require, on the part of the instructor, to communicate 
instruction to the workmen without quitting his central station in the lodge; and, on the 
other, the confusion which would ensue if different instructors or persons in the lodge were 
calling to the cells at the same time. And, in the case of hospitals, the quiet that may be 
insured by this little contrivance, trifling as it may seem at first sight, affords an additional 


advantage. 


A bell, appropriated exclusively to the purposes of alarm, hangs in a belfry with which the 


building is crowned, communicating by a rope with the inspector's lodge. 


The most economical, and perhaps the most convenient, way of warming the cells and area, 
would be by flues surrounding it, upon the principle of those in hot-houses. A total want of 
every means of producing artificial heat might, in such weather as we sometimes have in 


England, be fatal to the lives of the prisoners; at any rate, it would often times be 
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altogether incompatible with their working at any sedentary employment. The flues, 
however, and the fire-places belonging to them, instead of being on the outside, as in hot- 
houses, should be in the inside. By this means, there would be less waste of heat, and the 
current of air that would rush in on all sides through the cells, to supply the draught made 
by the fires, would answer so far the purpose of ventilation. But of this more under the 


head of Hospitals... 


lt may be of use, that among all the particulars you have seen, it should be clearly 
understood what circumstances are, and what are not, essential to the plan. The essence of 
it consists, then, in the centrality of the inspector’s situation, combined with the well known 
and most effectual contrivances for seeing without being seen. As to the general form of 
the building, the most commodious for most purposes seems to be the circular: but this is 
not an absolutely essential circumstance. Of all figures, however, this, you will observe, is 
the only one that affords a perfect view, and the same view, of an indefinite number of 
apartments of the same dimensions: that affords a spot from which, without any change of 
situation, a man may survey, in the same perfection, the whole number, and without so 
much as a change of posture, the half of the whole number, at the same time: that, within a 
boundary of a given extent, contains the greatest quantity of room:—that places the centre 
at the least distance baa the light:—that gives the cells most width, at the part where, on 
account of the light, most light may, for the purposes of work, be wanted:—and that 
reduces to the greatest possible shortness the path taken by the inspector, in passing from 


each part of the field of inspection to every other. 


You will please to observe, that though perhaps it is the most important point, that the 


persons to be inspected should always feel themselves as if under inspection, at least as 
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standing a great chance of being so, yet it is not by any means the only one. If it were, the 
same advantage might be given to buildings of almost any form. What is also of importance 
is, that for the greatest proportion of time possible, each man should actually be under 
inspection. This is material in all cases, that the inspector may have the satisfaction of 
knowing, that the discipline actually has the effect which it is designed to have: and it is 
more particularly material in such cases where the inspector, besides seeing that they 
conform to such standing rules as are prescribed, has more or less frequent occasion to give 
them such transient and incidental directions as will require to be given and enforced, at 
the commencement at least of every course of industry. And | think, it needs not much 
argument to prove, that the business of inspection, like every other, will be performed to a 


greater degree of perfection, the less trouble the performance of it requires. 


Not only so, but the greater chance there is, of a given person's being at a given time 
actually under inspection, the more strong will be the persuasion—the more intense, if | 
may say so, the feeling, he has of his being so. How little turn soever the greater number of 
persons so circumstanced may be supposed to have for calculation, some rough sort of 
calculation can scarcely, under such circumstances, avoid forcing itself upon the rudest 
mind. Experiment, venturing first upon slight transgressions, and so on, in proportion to 
success, upon more and more considerable ones, will not fail to teach him the difference 


between a loose inspection and a strict one... 


| flatter myself there can now be little doubt of the plan’s possessing the fundamental 
advantages | have been attributing to it: | mean, the apparent omnipresence of the 
inspector (if divines will allow me the expression,) combined with the extreme facility of his 


real presence. 
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A collateral advantage it possesses, and on the score of frugality a very material one, is that 
which respects the number of the inspectors requisite. If this plan required more than 
another, the additional number would form an objection, which, were the difference to a 
certain degree considerable, might rise so high as to be conclusive: so far from it, that a 
greater multitude than ever were yet lodged in one house might be inspected by a single 
person; for the trouble of inspection is diminished in no less proportion than the strictness 


of inspection is increased. 


Another very important advantage, whatever purposes the plan may be applied to, 
particularly where it is applied to the severest and most coercive purposes,is, that the under 
keepers or inspectors, the servants and subordinates of every kind, will be under the same 
irresistible controul with respect to the headkeeper or inspector, as the prisoners or other 
persons to be governed are with respect to them. On the common plans, what means, what 
possibility, has the prisoner, of appealing to the humanity of the principal for redress 
against the neglect or oppression of subordinates in that rigid sphere, but the few 
opportunities which, in a crowded prison, the most conscientious keeper can afford—but 
the none at all which many a keeper thinks fit to give them? How different would their lot 


be upon this plan! 


In no instance could his subordinates either perform or depart from their duty, but he must 
know the time and degree and manner of their doing so. It presents an answer, and that a 
satisfactory one, to one of the most puzzling of political questions—quis custodiet ipsos 
custodes? And, as the fulfilling of his, as well as their, duty would be rendered so much 
easier, than it can ever have been hitherto, so might, and so should, any departure from it 


be punished with the more inflexible severity. It is this circumstance that renders the 
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influence of this plan not less beneficial to what is called liberty, than to necessary coercion; 
not less powerful as a controul upon subordinate power, than as a curb to delinquency; as a 


shield to innocence, than as a scourge to guilt. 


Another advantage, still operating to the same ends, is the great load of trouble and disgust 
which it takes off the shoulders of those occasional inspectors of a higher order, such as 
judges and other magistrates, who, called down to this irksome task from the superior 
ranks of life, cannot but feel a proportionable repugnance to the discharge of it. Think how 
it is with them upon the present plans, and how it still must be upon the best plans that 
have been hitherto devised! The cells or apartments, however constructed, must, if there be 
nine hundred of them (as there were to have been upon the penitentiary-house plan,) be 
opened to the visitors, one by one. To do their business to any purpose, they must approach 
near to, and come almost in contact with each inhabitant; whose situation being watched 
over according to no other than the loose methods of inspection at present practicable, will 
on that account require the more minute and troublesome investigation on the part of 
these occasional superintendents. By this new plan, the disgust is entirely removed, and the 
trouble of going into such a room as the lodge, is no more than the trouble of going into any 


other.” 


Michel Foucault, in discussing the Panopticon in Discipline and Punish as part of his book 
which discusses changing social and political ideas on the subject of a disciplined and 


incarcerated society, understands it in general in this way: 


“All that is needed, then, is to place a supervisor in a central tower and to shut up in each 


cell a madman, a patient, a condemned man, a worker or a schoolboy. By the effect of 
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backlighting, one can observe from the tower, standing out precisely against the light, the 
small captive shadows in the cells of the periphery. They are like so many cages, so many 
small theatres, in which each actor is alone, perfectly individualized and constantly visible. 
The panoptic mechanism arranges spatial unities that make it possible to see constantly 
and to recognize immediately. In short, it reverses the principle of the dungeon; or rather of 
its three functions — to enclose, to deprive of light and to hide — it preserves only the first 
and eliminates the other two. Full lighting and the eye of a supervisor capture better than 


darkness, which ultimately protected. Visibility is a trap.” 


In understanding the Panopticon’s idea and Function, Foucault then gives the following 


commentary upon it: 


“[The occupant of a cell] is seen, but he does not see; he is the object of information, never a 
subject in communication. The arrangement of his room, opposite the central tower, 
imposes on him an axial visibility; but the divisions of the ring, those separated cells, imply a 
lateral invisibility. And this invisibility is a guarantee of order. If the inmates are convicts, 
there is no danger of a plot, an attempt at collective escape, the planning of new crimes for 
the future, bad reciprocal influences; if they are patients, there is no danger of contagion; if 
they are madmen there is no risk of their committing violence upon one another; if they are 
schoolchildren, there is no copying, no noise, no chatter, no waste of time; if they are 
workers, there are no disorders, no theft, no coalitions, none of those distractions that slow 
down the rate of work, make it less perfect or cause accidents. The crowd, a compact mass, 
a locus of multiple exchanges, individualities merging together, a collective effect, is 


abolished and replaced by a collection of separated individualities. 
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From the point of view of the guardian, it is replaced by a multiplicity that can be numbered 
and supervised; from the point of view of the inmates, by a sequestered and observed 


solitude. 


Hence the major effect of the Panopticon: to induce in the inmate a state of conscious and 
permanent visibility that assures the automatic functioning of power. So to arrange things 
that the surveillance is permanent in its effects, even if it is discontinuous in its action; that 
the perfection of power should tend to render its actual exercise unnecessary; that this 
architectural apparatus should be a machine for creating and sustaining a power relation 
independent of the person who exercises it; in short, that the inmates should be caught up 


in a power situation of which they are themselves the bearers... 


Bentham laid down the principle that power should be visible and unverifiable. Visible: the 
inmate will constantly have before his eyes the tall outline of the central tower from which 
he is spied upon. Unverifiable: the inmate must never know whether he is being looked at at 


any one moment; but he must be sure that he may always be so... 


The Panopticon is a machine for dissociating the see/being seen dyad: in the peripheral ring, 
one is totally seen, without ever seeing; in the central tower, one sees everything without 


ever being seen. 


It is an important mechanism, for it automatizes and disindividualizes power. Power has its 
principle not so much in a person as in a certain concerted distribution of bodies, surfaces, 
lights, gazes; in an arrangement whose internal mechanisms produce the relation in which 


individuals are caught up. The ceremonies, the rituals, the marks by which the sovereign’s 
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surplus power was manifested, are useless. There is a machinery that assures dissymmetry, 
disequilibrium, difference. Consequently, it does not matter who exercises power. Any 
individual, taken almost at random, can operate the machine: in the absence of the director, 
his family, his friends, his visitors, even his servants. Similarly, it does not matter what 
motive animates him: the curiosity of the indiscreet, the malice of a child, the thirst for 
knowledge of a philosopher who wishes to visit this museum of human nature, or the 
perversity of those who take pleasure in spying and punishing. The more numerous those 
anonymous and temporary observers are, the greater the risk for the inmate of being 
surprised and the greater his anxious awareness of being observed. The Panopticon is a 
marvellous machine which, whatever use one may wish to put it to, produces homogeneous 


effects of power. 


A real subjection is born mechanically from a fictitious relation. So it is not necessary to use 
force to constrain the convict to good behaviour, the madman to calm, the worker to work, 
the schoolboy to application, the patient to the observation of the regulations. Bentham 
was surprised that panoptic institutions could be so light: there were no more bars, no more 
chains, no more heavy locks; all that was needed was that the separations should be clear 
and the openings well arranged. The heaviness of the old ‘houses of security’, with their 
fortress-like architecture, could be replaced by the simple, economic geometry of a ‘house 
of certainty’. The efficiency of power, its constraining force have, in a sense, passed over to 
the other side — to the side of its surface of application. He who is subjected to a field of 
visibility, and who knows it, assumes responsibility for the constraints of power; he makes 
them play spontaneously upon himself; he inscribes in himself the power relation in which 
he simultaneously plays both roles; he becomes the principle of his own subjection. By this 


very fact, the external power may throw off its physical weight; it tends to the non- 
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corporal; and, the more it approaches this limit, the more constant, profound and 
permanent are its effects: it is a perpetual victory that avoids any physical confrontation 


and which is always decided in advance... 


The Panopticon... must be understood as a generalizable model of functioning; a way of 
defining power relations in terms of the everyday life of men... the Panopticon presents a 
cruel, ingenious cage... it is the diagram of a mechanism of power reduced to its ideal form; 
its functioning, abstracted from any obstacle, resistance or friction, must be represented as 
a pure architectural and optical system: it is in fact a figure of political technology that may 
and must be detached from any specific use. It is polyvalent in its applications; it serves to 
reform prisoners, but also to treat patients, to instruct schoolchildren, to confine the 
insane, to supervise workers, to put beggars and idlers to work. It is a type of location of 
bodies in space, of distribution of individuals in relation to one another, of hierarchical 
organization, of disposition of centres and channels of power, of definition of the 
instruments and modes of intervention of power, which can be implemented in hospitals, 
workshops, schools, prisons. Whenever one is dealing with a multiplicity of individuals on 
whom a task or a particular form of behaviour must be imposed, the panoptic schema may 


be used... 


In each of its applications, it makes it possible to perfect the exercise of power. It does this 
in several ways: because it can reduce the number of those who exercise it, while increasing 
the number of those on whom it is exercised. Because it is possible to intervene at any 
moment and because the constant pressure acts even before the offences, mistakes or 
crimes have been committed. Because, in these conditions, its strength is that it never 


intervenes, it is exercised spontaneously and without noise, it constitutes a mechanism 
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whose effects follow from one another. Because, without any physical instrument other 
than architecture and geometry, it acts directly on individuals, it gives ‘power of mind over 
mind’. The panoptic schema makes any apparatus of power more intense: it assures its 
economy (in material, in personnel, in time); it assures its efficacity by its preventative 
character, its continuous functioning and its automatic mechanisms. It is a way of obtaining 
from power ‘in hitherto unexampled quantity’, ‘a great and new instrument of government 
..., its great excellence consists in the great strength it is capable of giving to any institution 


au 


it may be thought proper to apply it to’. 


Foucault also notes, in addition to all this, that one of the benefits Bentham ascribed to 
the Panopticon was “Morals reformed” and this is not insignificant for the Panopticon is, 
obviously, a coercive device, a hierarchical arrangement of human beings which 
separates and divides its occupants, assigning each a station and controlling all 
relationships within it, as well as the basis on which they proceed. The points that stand 


out to me in regard to this From Foucault's commentary, just quoted, are as Follows: 


1. The Panopticon (whether as edifice or “schema’”) exists and Functions to hinder social 
solidarity. Think here of companies that want to stop unionisation, or capitalists or 
politicians who want to hinder mass protests against some desire of theirs, and you have 


the same idea. 


2. The Panopticon enables “the automatic Functioning of power” once it is in place and 
the social relationships it instantiates are established. Thus, as example, consider the 
State. Once created, how is it got rid of? Its existence is automatic and virtually no one 


ever even thinks to question it. 
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3. The Panopticon creates a permanent power relation not dependent on who plays any 
of the roles for it is the roles that matter not the identity of the players. In this way, For 
example, it matters not who the cop is - or the jailer, the schoolmaster, the President or 
Prime Minister: it is the Function of the role in a system of power relations that matters 


in terms of a Panopticon and those roles never change even if the names and Faces do. 


4. The Panopticon creates fictitious relations (artificial relations it itself creates by and 
through its existence) but this results in real subjection. In this it is like the State and its 
citizens or a cop and a citizen. Fiction, then, as | have said throughout my political writing, 
is not non-consequential: /t is quite the opposite. “Fictional” and “real” are, thus, not 
binary opposites but things manifestly inter-twined with each other and related to each 
other. What we believe or imagine matters because what we believe or imagine has real 


effects. 


5. The Panopticon inscribes the power relations it creates within the consciences and 
existences of those that inhabit it. We might say this is done even by habit. Those within 
the Panopticon get used to the way things are. They become the living embodiment of 


the relations it was set up to coerce. The environment replicates certain relations. 


Now how is any of this, whether stories about work place thefts or the philosophical 
description of societal coercion devices, relevant to what I’m doing here? It is relevant 
because we must begin this epilogue by considering the problem - which is a Full scale 
societal coercion of human beings on at least political, economic, moral, sexual and 
intellectual grounds (as well as in such ways), always, of course, in intersectional ways 


(poverty, race, culture, sexuality, gender, etc.). IF you like, | am saying that society is the 
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Panopticon or the work place where every action is supposedly monitored to control 
behaviour and create relationships of a certain kind and not others. We live in a capitalist 
world and so, of course, the idea that we would be controlled, coerced, exploited, makes 
perfect sense for a capitalist world is a world of resources to be exploited and interests 
to be pursued for private, not social, profit. Lots of other people, all more clever and 
more serious than I, have detailed this situation. Capitalism and the political liberalism of 
the Nation State are not new phenomena to be accused of authoritarianism and control 
(and neither, by the way, is an accompanying Patriarchy). | have even done it myself 
several times before, quoting others with their own reasons for the same conclusion. Yet 
it must be restated, in terms of my own project here, that this is the situation we are in 
and so the problem to be confronted. It is a problem of social relations and the terms on 
which they are conducted - more particularly that things such as capitalism, political 


authoritarianism and patriarchy are COERCIVE relations. 


In a society with authorities, political, economic, moral, legal, for example, you are not 
free and at liberty to act according to your desires. Agency, autonomy and free 
association are likely to be things denied you. “Self-organisation” will not be allowed. 
Certain actions or behaviours are not voluntary but coerced. The reasons why don’t 
matter — and not least because the authorities concerned were almost certainly things 
you were never given a say in consenting to, or a veto against, anyway. You have, then, 
been born as subject to various authorities whether you like it or not. And none of this 
has to be this way. This planet lived without ANY governments at all For aeons. They are 
not necessary to its existence or maintenance (and mounting environmental evidence 


suggests they are simply inimical to both). 
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Such coercion and authoritarian control is not simply, or merely, external, however. IF it 
was, it would just be a matter of avoiding it whilst possessing an entirely different 
mentality, frame of mind and set of values. The problem is that it is also Fundamentally 
internal as in the Panopticon and the relations it inscribes into its inhabitants making 
them the police of themselves. IF the Panopticon is what you know then the Panopticon 
is what you come to accept. IF you are told all the orders are monitored in your work 
place then, unlike the employee in my story, you probably don’t place a fake order for 
your own benefit. You do as you are told (as I’m sure others most or all of the others 
did). You internalise the rules and relationships imposed upon you because, even in the 
case in the story | told, there is a network of people who can and will get you into 


trouble should you get caught. 


Society, | am saying, is exactly the same. You are taking part in a vast, and increasingly 
obvious, Panopticon state of mind and existence in which you fear being watched 
constantly through electronic devices capitalist profiteers are more than happy to push 
into your, and other, receptive little hands, each one something which records, tracks 
and analyses your behaviour all the better to exploit you (and which, when aggregated 
at a central point, gives that someone vast power over a social community of people). 
Meanwhile, authoritarian others are making sure this ongoing and entirely regularised 
exploitation, backed up by a naturalised philosophy of propetarian capitalism as 
“normal” or “the way things are” which justifies everything from zero hours contracts to 
landlordism to price gouging practices, is seen as simply “business as usual” (yet in a 
world where there is nothing remotely “usual” about “business” for “business” is an 
entirely artificially created activity). IF you accept any of this as “normal” then you are 


inhabited by the very mentality you should be Fighting against. 
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| have an example of this that | want to talk about in the next page or two because it is 
an example of something both right at the heart of the problem | am talking about here 
and also something that is related to the subject of this book. The example is SEX WORK. 
Even the description there is something which bothers me in the context of this book For 
that description posits that the sex in “sex work” is not sex for pleasure, For love or For 
Fun but for “work”. “Sex work is work” we are told by people who seem to think that 
work is something to respect or a matter of freedom. But we all know that in a capitalist 
situation “work” is more often something of a coercion. “Work” is what you must do 
unless you want to starve or risk getting into trouble with the law due to some 


supposedly illegal means of satisfying your needs you use instead. The idea that “work”, 


any work, is worthy of respect in a capitalist situation is a dubious notion to begin with. 


So this sex work that is work is not just simply work either. Its capitalist work. That 
means its exploitative. When what it is exploiting is sexual intimacy | think this makes it 
all the more serious for human beings and their relations, the subject of this book. Sex 
work makes sexual experiences into commodities just as capitalism loves to make 
anything into a commodity. But should human sexual relations be commoditised? | would 
argue not and that to commoditise sex, to commoditise human sexual intimacy, is to 
dehumanise it and, ultimately, to dehumanise us in going along with it. This argument 
doesn’t just apply to sex by the way. I’d argue you can apply it to food and clothing, 
homes, utilities and medical care too, the basics of any human life, all of which capitalism 
turns into commodities — things to be had ONLY if you can afford their price tag. And this 
is neither natural nor normal, of course, for we know that for millennia upon millennia 
the concept of a cash price did not even exist in a single human mind. IF you believe the 


evidence of sources such as the book Sex At Dawn which | referred to a couple of times 
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in earlier chapters of this book then you know that human beings can just as easily live in 
groups where communal care and concern are the norm and sex is used as a common 
bonding mechanism rather than as something to be teased and sold for private gain. 
One use of sex here builds community and human bonds; the other divides and 
separates in a way that shows that the purposes of economic gain and the purposes of 
sexual interaction are not the same and are, in Fact, pulling in entirely opposite 
directions. The important question is then what kinds of relationships a use of sex 
promotes and denies. When sex is a commodity it is one sort of relation and when itis a 


means of communal solidarity it is another. | know which relation | prefer. 


In Sex At Dawn the authors Ryan and Jetha called the second type of sex there “socio- 
erotic exchanges”. If we followed that idea here we'd have to call sex work “commercial- 
erotic exchanges” and, to me at least, that doesn’t sound nearly as sexy. But then what 
really is sexy about a person who might even have put a price on talking to you, a basic 
act of communication, unless its on their paysite (which you must have paid first to 
access) or after the payment of a requisite fee to talk? (Something that always amuses 
me about this is that talking is not a skill to be charged for. The customer can also talk. 
Nearly everyone can. So why shouldn’t the customer charge the sex worker for talking 
too? Such is the logic of making just anything a commodity.) What is sexy about “findom” 
and “pay pigs” which are more about a glorification of money and the gaining of wealth 
than sexual interaction? Of course, we will be told that these are just sex games and 
about imaginary relations as sex can often be. But the lie is given to that when its about 
money or else and sexual access is denied without it. That’s not a sex game: its 
economically-articulated gatekeeping of a commodity; its what, elsewhere, would be 


called creating a false scarcity, a key tactic of the capitalist mindset. (Get access to a 


1446 


resource, restrict that resource’s availability to the public, charge the highest price you 


can for the now restricted resource: play book capitalism — and a distinct relation.) 


So “sex as a commodity” is not something which interests me and it is something | 
criticise most strongly in terms of the relations it requires and reinforces (which are 
hierarchical and manipulative). Sex work is work, so they say, but that means that SEX 
WORK IS CAPITALISM and that is absolutely nothing to shout about. In fact, its the 
argument of this book that its something to be destroyed because capitalism is 
something to be destroyed (something | quite often see some kinds of sex workers 
agreeing with whilst, so it seems to me, not really regarding themselves as capitalists. 
But they are. Completely so) because it is a coercive relation that exploits and controls. 
My sexual idea in this book, alluded to in earlier chapters and something that has been 
educated in me by the likes of Emma Goldman, Becky Edelsohn, Fina Scarfo and Emile 
Armand, is of a free sexuality that is a matter of human agency. It is sex as a meeting of 
desires without artificial boundaries of price or access because (as is often said) one of 
the parties is doing it in order to stay alive. Sex for a price is a dehumanising spectacle 
(For it is exactly a spectacle and in the mentality of capitalism is meant to be so rather 
than a meaningful interaction or exchange between human beings) which isolates us and 
makes us seller and buyer rather than lovers. It is therefore a degrading activity — not in 
some prudish moralist way because sex is dirty or anything silly like that —- but because it 
destroys and replaces a loving human relation (which can be true even of a random 
hookup which still nevertheless Fulfills a human emotional and physical need) and 
substitutes For that a simulated version of the Former which is instead about base 


capitalism (exploitation, manipulation, coercion). 
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Sex work, as in digital, online sex work, is all about the simulation of something 
meaningful for nothing real actually ever takes place (as millions of disappointed men 
prove daily when it dawns on them that the woman asking “Will you Fuck me?” every day 
actually has no genuine intention of fucking them at all). None of it is necessary either. 
Before electricity was discovered do we imagine ancient men and women sat around 
having no idea that masturbation even existed? Sexual histories would have us believe 
otherwise and even in this book I’ve had earlier cause to report on the veritable 
epidemic of masturbation which plagued churchmen and medical scientists alike and for 
which sometimes horrific punishments ensued. But no one needed “SexyHotMamma69” 
(or packages of her used bathwater) on some website for that: they just imagined (and, 
as | wrote about earlier, that people could just imagine was then thought to be the 
problem). It is often said of consumerist capitalism that it creates markets for things no 
one needs and invents all sorts of crap driven only by a desire to make bank from it. The 
same is true of sex work where endless amounts of people wiggle in their bedrooms or 
take selfies (that all look the same) because a capitalist world is Forcing them to sell the 
one thing that can’t be taken away from them: their bodies, their sexuality. It is a 
desperate spectacle, a sexual Panopticon, in which the inmates have been turned into 
sex commodities who sell sex experiences where no actual sex (i.e. a personal and 
intimate interaction and negotiation of desires) ever takes place. This seems like a 
twisted and terrible perversion of the world (or diversion from the world) of “socio- 
erotic exchanges” that Ryan and Jetha were talking about and, of course, the 


consequences are completely other for one bonds whilst the other distances. 


Sex in our modern world generally is, in Fact, in a mess. Teen boys and young men are led 


astray by money-making rapists-in-waiting who teach a creed of women as prey and 
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meat to fuck, those who might need to be coerced or tricked - and who definitely should 
be. Such people seem to see women as things to exploit For sex before throwing them 
away, another side to the dehumanisation that | see going on in modern attitudes to sex 
and modern commoditised sexual practice. Some women, for their part, only seem to 
Find value in being sexually desirable in some abstract kind of a way that is expressly as 
spectacle — and they play on this image (for $, always for $) as if it supplies them with 
some worthwhile value. For every famous sex influencer with hundreds of thousands of 
social media followers, however, there are a hundred, if not a thousand, if not ten 
thousand wannabees with barely any engagement who are spreading their legs on 
camera daily and posting photos and videos hoping that someone, anyone, will notice, 


playing their small part in sexually commodifying society as they go. 


Ryan and Jetha’s ancient socio-erotic communities didn’t need to do any of this though. 
All the people in the villages they talk about sexually interacted with each other at will 
and it was no big deal, nothing you needed a fee to acquire or some strategy to trick, 
coerce or cheat out of a possibly unreceptive or unwilling partner. There were even 
socially organised orgies to make sure everyone got a little bit of what they needed in a 
case of communities putting sex to a positive communal use. (Especially notable here is 
those such occasions where REFUSAL of sex is the offence.) And this is the problem in a 
nutshell, in fact, For its not that any of the sexual exchanges that are Filmed and shared 
online are necessarily wrong — gangbangs, hotwives, casual sex, public nudity, random 
hookups, old with young, partner swapping, etc., - but that ITS ALL ONLY BEING DONE 
TO GENERATE PRIVATE WEALTH. Its that love of money not love of each other is the 
problem, the entwining of sex with a particular economic relation, and that, not the sex, 


which creates the relation, a capitalist, privatised, exploitative relation. The thought 
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process is “I can get money by doing this sex thing” and not “This sex thing has value and 
purpose in and of itself”. Its the exploitation of bodies and their holes pure and simple, a 
sex trap keeping us transfixed, a fatal capitalist addiction that is part of a capitalist 
coercive Panopticon. 

My task, of course, is to provide an alternative conception of, and context for, sex — and 
to do so in a way which has some political meaning. It will mean completely 
reconfiguring how we think about sex and what follows should then be expected to look 
unfamiliar. It will mean decommoditising it and making it something meaningful and 
intimate and valuable in and of itself again, something that has other purposes than 
private gain. | actually see this kind of sex as a key political feature of a possible, and 
much more anarchist, Future and that is where my ideas could turn utopian. Yet | do not 
mean to be utopian, however, For | Firmly believe nothing I’m saying can’t be done now by 
those of a mind to. | also reject the idea that its about everyone, everywhere becoming 
how | might prescribe. “Self-organisation rules OK” where | am concerned. So if you want 
to ignore everything I've said and do and be other then go For it. Its your life and your 


consequences. But don’t be fooled because there are always consequences. 


So is it a political philosophy of sex we need or a sexual philosophy of politics? | think its 
a bit of both. Consequently, | want to curate two discussions in the remainder of this 
epilogue. The first discussion will centre on what | have said in this book and involve the 
sources that discuss that. Thereafter, there will be a second discussion which is more 
political and using more political sources as a consequence to intellectually seat and 
motivate my ideas. So, first of all, as a necessary order of business in concluding this 


book, | need to do a recap of what I've been saying so Far. 
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This book has been concerned with bringing sex and politics together, with seeing sex 
and/as politics. Thus, things like “a political philosophy of sex” and seeing sex as a way 
people may habitually relate as a positive relation have appeared important. Since my 
own personal context is anarchy | have wanted to site that discussion within a context of 
anarchy and to have the sex and the politics be influenced by that. This means seeing sex 
as no longer an exclusive, controlled and coercive relation but something that more 
correctly reflects anarchy. This, in turn, necessitates rebelling against social norms of 
both sex and politics and raises the spectres of revolt, being and living as an outlaw and 
even the unconventional or taboo (politically and sexually). These are moral and not just 
material matters and they distill down to questions of Forced relations or free relations 


consequent on the acceptance of the anarchist verity that there can be no authorities. 


Thus my book started, hundreds of pages ago, with “the androgyne” which was 
described as “Diversity at the same time as commonality and a never-ending possibility 
for interaction and relationship (not least sexual) as a result”. This is a passable 
description of my whole theme, in fact. We are different yet the same and life is about 
our relationships. Simple, isn’t it? The Marquis de Sade perhaps suggested it wasn’t so 
simple. His writing both highlights and questions moral values, posits sex entirely For 
outrageous pleasure and touts reason and Nature as alone our authorities. His crimes 
and literary excesses may always accompany any philosophies he disseminates but he is 
not entirely wrong in his lascivious egoism even if he does present it in a way so extreme 
most would recoil from it in horror. Yet when faced with even the most benign of 
anarchisms one would imagine that many regular occupiers of semi-comfortable 
capitalist spaces would experience the same horror at the removal of their Familiarities. 


Sade is so terrifying because he is not living the narcotised life so many of the rest of us 
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lead. He is thinking For (if also of) himself. And that will always seem terrifying to those 
who don’t because they are taught to be asleep whilst conforming to prescribed 


relations. 


Sade was included in a chapter on “sexual imagination” and | started with that because 
anarchy is all about our ability to imagine things as different to how they are right now, 
to imagine an other, to think of alternatives. My second chapter consequently discussed 
some “others” to our common, Western experience. One of these was Cynic “dog love” 
which is not entirely unknown today, if vulgarised as “dogging”. But it shows that even in 
the heart of supposed civilised sophistication a primitive need is being met by sexually 
and materially interacting with random strangers. Relationships, | noted in this chapter, 
are socially formed and “IF society gives us roles to play, even roles such as the (sexually) 
exploited, it is far from unusual that some, maybe even many, take those roles up 
enthusiastically. (Just take a look around you, in fact, at the many willing slaves of 
several kinds, including sexual and economic, in the world today.) The issues, then, are 


somewhat other than a simple right or wrong.” 


My first interaction with the key text for this book, Sex At Dawn by Ryan and Jetha, then 
Followed and portrayed an anthropological sexual reality quite at odds with modern, 
religiously-inspired dogmas. Here, | noted, “the fictions of traditional sexual 
understanding (permanent couples, sex for reproduction, promiscuous males and 
reticent females) are completely washed away by actual sexual reality in diverse times 
and places.” This anthropological reality, in Fact, portrayed a world of “socio-erotic 
exchanges” and casual social sex which essentially meant sex, in these situations, 


Functioned socially and not simply personally. Sex in these cases then had a 
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Fundamentally social function. Thus: “Socio-Erotic Exchanges (S.E.Ex. For short) 
strengthen the bonds among individuals in small-scale nomadic societies (and, 
apparently, other highly interdependent groups), forming a crucial, durable web of 
affection, affiliation, and mutual obligation.” Where people are left to be promiscuous, 
so this evidence suggested, they have absolutely no problem in being so. Such 
promiscuity even serves a purpose! Foragers, such as the people being discussed were, 
“lived hand to mouth in ways that made a more modern hoarding or protectionism 
impossible (and, by the by, also unnecessary). They had to organise their relationships 
(and sexual practices) accordingly or die. Consequently, anywhere hunter-gathering has 
been studied a generally applicable egalitarianism is what has been found.” This 
egalitarianism was sexual and not just political or economic. A consequence was that 
“promiscuity, rather than being something morally suspect and politically undesirable, 
has demonstrable positive biological and social Functions.” Examples like the Mosuo in 
China with their free sex, no marriage, personal autonomy, who cares who your daddy is 
society showed completely how such arrangements could work essentially unchanged 
for century after century. Life, in this chapter (in biological terms), was presented as 
“intelligent, adaptive self-organisation” and the chapter concluded with Emile Armand’s 
“amorous camaraderie” or “loving Friendship”, a care of the self kind of anarchism which 


Armand also described as “a concept of voluntary association”. 


My third chapter dipped its toes into the history of sexological enquiry and was not 
meant to be comprehensive but, rather, to highlight some of the figures, and ideas, 
involved. | hope it could be seen here how this area of human enquiry (like all others) 
pursued useful fictions (in this case of sexuality and gender relations) that involved 


health and disease, ideas of stable and undesirable human formations of the same, etc. 


1453 


These were and are always carried out in social, political and moral contexts. We saw 
how it was thought (as it still is) that these were areas that needed to be under control 
and policed. There was (and is) a consequent fear of self-organising sexual behaviour 
which is painted as personally debilitating and societally dangerous which necessitates 
various kinds of sexual authorities whether spiritual, medical or legal. This chapter 
addressed questions such as the nature of human sexuality, its start point, development 
and “valid” (or allowable) expression. When taking a wider and more historical and cross- 
cultural view through the medium of Sally Hines’ book /s Gender Fluid? however we 


Found all this to be culturally situated and mutable over time. 


My Fourth chapter then addressed the subject of anti-authoritarianism in the context of 
modern anti-trans dogma propagated by naive and lightweight philosophical realists and 
centred, at least initially, on the pragmatist philosophy of Richard Rorty, a philosopher 
whose career was spent philosophically Fashioning human freedom From subjection to 
non-human authorities. Rorty spent his life discussing (with Favour) ideas like 'Everything 
is a social construction’ and ‘All awareness is a linguistic affair’ whilst promulgating a 
desirable diversity, “romantic polytheism” and “a larger loyalty”. The basis of a Rortian 
politics is really as follows: stop believing in non-human powers; stop trying to make 
everything “hang together” in one world picture that is constructed only to be used to 
batter people over the head with it until, under the Force of your violent assaults, they 
feel Forced to believe it too; stop ranking human needs; recognise the separability of 
private interests and public responsibilities; allow each other private space; replace 
authoritative figures with a democratic politics of equals who can only bind themselves 
to things but cannot (and should not) be bound by others. Rorty here imagines a politics 


of necessarily private beings who just also happen to have public democratic 
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responsibilities so we should stop telling people “what they have to think” or “how they 
have to behave” and start taking seriously the notion of genuinely democratic 
conversation that has political import. “What has been Found to work,” Rorty tells us, “is 
the idea of Fraternity and equality as a basis for social organization.” He consequently 


counsels an ever widening fellow Feeling. 


My examples after that in the rest of this chapter, one each from an anthropologist, 
sociologists and a biologist, were examples of the sociology of knowledge or the realm 
of human ideas. Gender here was not thought a matter of dogma or immutable brute 
Fact (the latter a particularly obtuse idea to even contemplate) but as more of a 
sociological game everyone is always playing - the game of human relations. Such a 
viewpoint sees social practices like this as the engines of social worlds and says that 
“people is as people does”. We see this, for example, in the socio-biology of Anne 
Fausto-Sterling when she remarks that “labelling someone a man or a woman is a social 
decision” and “our beliefs about gender affect what kinds of knowledge scientists 
produce about sex in the first place.” As a consequence, “truths about human sexuality 
created by scholars in general and by biologists in particular are one component of 
political, social, and moral struggles about our cultures and economies” and “none of our 
understandings of either sexuality or gender in the cultural West are universal and so 
cannot be imagined as obvious realities any or all human beings are just bound to come 
to as a recognition of the ‘natural kinds’ some imagine them to be.” Bodies, we might say 
here after Rorty, are not non-human authorities either: someone is always speaking for 
them and that someone has interests, purposes and a point of view to serve. Thus: 
“Materiality never trumps talk for it is the talk (which, as Rorty reminded us, is 


nevertheless constrained by materiality) that imputes value, ascribes meaning and 
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describes the relations. Politics and intersubjectivity is the reality; ‘immutable 


objectivity’ is mere rhetoric in the political and intersubjective game.” 


This brought me to chapter Five where | began speaking more directly For myself, First of 
all in “articles of anarchist relationship” which are suggestions or ideas for the reader’s 
own thought processes rather than dogmas or commandments. These articles, in my 
understanding, pointed out things like the inauthenticity of romance, pair-bonding, 
sexual normativity, fixed sexualities, sex as reproduction, material gender and various 
kinds of binaries. Moreover, they emphasised the authenticity of diversity, human 
commonality, personal integrity and selF-id and the necessarily social nature of sex and 
gender as well as the illegitimate violence of Force which results in us needing to fight 
against it. This section of chapter five also explicated the wider anarchist context to all 
this and described, For the First time, a concept of “social egoism” and a conception of 


gender/sex and socio-erotic exchange as a “rebel politics”. 


This chapter also solicited the views of multiple academics and activists with an interest 
in the subject beginning with John Gagnon and his socially constructed conception of 
desire in which he thought it a political mistake to want to “biologically” site sexualities 
in the first place. This was Followed by Sandy Stone’s belief that trans authenticity lies 
beyond passing and Fitting in, something which then necessitates a politics of difference. 
This politics was perhaps invented by my next contributor, Gayle Rubin. Her insistence 
was that sex and gender is politics and that a politics of both is necessitated anyway 
since the enemies of diversity will always use politics to close down and attack both 
diversity of both “uncontrolled” gender and sexual expression. What Rubin highlighted 


was that a politics of control must be met by a politics of sex and gender diversity. Thus: 
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“Fundamentally here the basis for this is that ‘sexuality is constituted in society and 
history, not biologically ordained.’ Thus: ‘sexuality is impervious to political analysis as 
long as it is primarily conceived as a biological phenomenon or an aspect of individual 
psychology. Sexuality is as much a human product as are diets, methods of 
transportation, systems of etiquette, forms of labor, types of entertainment, processes 
of production, and modes of oppression. Once sex is understood in terms of social 
analysis and historical understanding, a more realistic politics of sex becomes possible.” 


Rubin thus counselled a communal self-actualisation seen as political action and social 


defence. 


Next in my list of interested parties came Martine Rothblatt, a successful trans 
businesswoman. It was found, however, that she had nothing to say past capitalist 
dogma. For her trans is just another consumer choice for those Fortunate enough to be 
able to afford it and so she functioned here as a warning and not an example. A different 
case was then that of Leslie Feinberg who made a case for the necessity of “trans 
mythology” (where “mythology” is not a dirty word) and where this is both a personal 
and social thing that Functions as a catalyst to Forming new relations. Feinberg argued 
we should be fighters against each others’ oppression and promulgated a social freedom 
to difference, a recognition of a difference in common. (“Woman”, for example, is and 
can never be a category for people who are literally all the same. It must be constituent 
and cognizant of difference and similarity if it ever hopes to be realistic.) Feinberg’s 
message was then one of solidarity for all the oppressed and a plea to focus on the 


discriminating and oppressive enemy. 
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My next two contributors had a common theme: matriarchy. The First of these was 
Kurdish freedom fighter (and Turkish prisoner) Abdullah Ocalan. He told a tale of 
civilisation as the history of “housewifisation”, the control of women by patriarchy, a 
social and political system based on and in dominance of ideological, material and 
economic kinds. State and family (on this model) were here seen as related ideas and 
capitalism as a system of relationships that replicates itself in each person that comes 
under its influence (which is how it passes itself on). Thus the view that “man is a system. 
The male has become a state and turned this into the dominant culture. Class and sexual 
oppression develop together; masculinity has generated ruling gender, ruling class, and 
ruling state. When man is analysed in this context, it is clear that masculinity must be 
killed.” Hilde Goettner-Abendroth, a woman who has dedicated her life to study of 
matriarchies and matriarchal societies, wanted to highlight the nature of these societies 
as Fundamentally different to patriarchal ones. Matriarchy is not patriarchy turned 
upside down or mirrored, far from it. It is actually its own set of values and 
organisational practices. She emphasises its nature as a matter of living as “siblings by 
choice” and its Fundamental character as one of communal living that radiates out froma 
core clan to an eventual neighbourhood made up of Federated others. The ethos here is 
one of balance not domination and children, for example, are community responsibilities 
as a result rather than personal ones. Matriarchies, consequently, stand as constant 
reminders to the Fact that patriarchy is far From inevitable and Far From the only realistic 


possibility For social organisation. 


This led me back to a second extensive look at Ryan and Jetha’s Sex At Dawn for more 
anthropological insights. Here, at first, the authors took on Thomas Hobbes’ assertion 


that past life was “solitary, poor, nasty, brutish and short” — refuting all of these 
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assertions. Ancient foragers had all they could eat, plenty of space since virtually no one 
inhabited the planet at that time, all they could eat and that often forgotten wealth: 
peace — since there simply was no need to Fight anyone in a world where everyone had 
access to everything and could just go and find it. Such a view then entails Marshall 
Sahlins’ notion that it was agriculturalising civilisation that invented poverty as well as 
the view that the modern world can be seen as an exercise in making the foragers’ world 
impossible since so much of it relies on incarcerations of various kinds. More than this, 
however, as Ryan and Jetha go on to discuss, the very human body itself, in its 


evolutionary function, reveals its own story of our past “cooperative promiscuity”. 


And so to Emma Goldman (whom | had to get into this book somehow). Goldman 
regarded both political and sexual freedom as pre-eminent goals of her anarchism and 
saw one as implicating the other. Since her attitude was also that the means are the end, 
she thought of this as something to be practised now rather than in some Future Utopia. 
Consequently, she educated herself about sex (reading those such as the figures 
represented in my third chapter of this book) and carried out a strong rhetoric against 
morality and puritanism for her whole career. She regarded sex as a personal and 
cultural motor of life itself and this made it necessarily something everyone should be 
educated about (from childhood). She held the view that “there is no consequenceless 
sublimation of the sexual constituents of human beings and human society” and so 
thought it was a subject with definite stakes. Being an anti-moralist, Goldman believed 
that sex should never be a cause of shame. Being an anarchist and feminist, she wanted 
personal and sexual freedom for both men and women where sex was never for a 
moment imagined to be simply about reproduction. Sex for pleasure she thought 


entirely legitimate and she worked materially and politically to achieve this For women in 
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birth control campaigns. She also believed in a natural sexual and gender diversity, 
believing that one must practice their freedom to escape intellectual and habitual 
capture. Goldman Fundamentally saw that sexual and economic slavery are linked and 
proposed free and voluntary relations as their antidote. She stood for a societal 
interdependence based on a personal independence and this was both sexual and 
political in her mind since only this can make it truly voluntary. It was Goldman who 


thought that “Love in freedom is the only condition of a beautiful life.” 


Where all this left me at the end of my first half was with the idea that “How one 
organises one’s sex is a politics”. | thus conceived, at an early stage of development, of 
communities of desire, communities based in a loving affinity, and of this as a type of 
politics (or anti-politics if you prefer to see it as a contrast with political normality under 
patriarchal capitalism). This, | would stress based on my sources, was nothing new. It was, 
in Fact, a kind of argument for a return to our prehistory, not in a technological or 
primitivist sense but in terms of relations, affinities and values, a recapturing of a pre- 
patriarchal, pre-civilisational humanity, an “original affluence”. My problematic was this: 
We are in a prison (political, economic, moral, intellectual, sexual, relational) and we 
either accept our sentence or we try to escape. We escape, so | was beginning to 
suggest, through anti-authoritarian Free love, through cooperative promiscuity, through 
socio-erotic exchanges, changing our relationships (For we live in a prison of relations) as 


we go. Put in two words, the prescription for change was “amorous camaraderie”. 


| began the second half of my book with an extended chapter about Jesus of Nazareth. 
This might have been a controversial choice but it was one | was familiar with and one | 


think makes salient points and in a radical way. A domain based on eulogising having 
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nothing but a “kingdom of relationships” is not something you hear about every day and 
his message of what is essentially mutual aid has solid anarchist pedigree. Jesus was 
advocating a kind of social anarchism and | think that’s something worth hearing about. 
It is notable in that case, then, that, as | started by noting in my seventh chapter, 
anarchism is about self-organisation and not running the world. Jesus didn’t try to take 
over Israel or overthrow the Romans. He concentrated on those who came to him or 
whom he met on the way; he concerned himself with himself and let the Romans, the 
Herodians and the Jewish religious authorities worry about themselves. He wasn’t 


concerned with them. 


Now we might subsequently think of this as a kind of peasant resistance and, if we did, it 
would be fortunate as that would lead perfectly into a discussion of my next source, the 
work of anthropologist James C. Scott, an expert on peasant resistance. In Two Cheers 
for Anarchism Scott promulgates, amongst other things, an ethic of anarchist resistance 
to the powers that be, a reinstatement of a vernacular, a resistance to homogenisation, 
and the primacy of self-created diversity (whilst reminding us that Full on revolutions 
don’t usually work and of the danger of “organisations”). He exhorts us that we need no 
one’s permission to act, saying: “One day you will be called on to break a big law in the 
name of justice and rationality. Everything will depend on it. You have to be ready. How 
are you going to prepare for that day when it really matters? You have to stay 'in shape’ 
so that when the big day comes you will be ready. What you need is ‘anarchist 
calisthenics.’ Every day or so break some trivial law that makes no sense, even if it's only 
jaywalking. Use your own head to judge whether a law is just or reasonable. That way, 
you'll keep trim; and when the big day comes, you'll be ready" and so emphasises the 


importance of (habitual) insubordination. His focus is an anarchist “infrapolitics” of 
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things that might not even have formerly seemed political, an anti-politics that is anti 


official channels. 


This leads me to a brief interaction with anarchist forebear, William Godwin, who offers a 
utilitarian minarchism very much based in the use of reason and the practice of 
education. For him, violence is always a last resort and never a First one. The message 
coming through from interactions with Scott and Godwin together is very much one of 
resistance not revolution and this reflects my view in real time as one of us being 
societally set in a patriarchal, authoritarian, capitalist prison in which our duty is to resist, 
and if possible escape, our systematic oppression and control. The possibilities for 
“revolution” in this case are both impossible to imagine and undesirable to wish for 
(since anarchists don’t want to run the world). This then leads me to share some 
anarchist thoughts from four individualist anarchists as signposts to the sorts of people 
who should want, or need, to be if we are to be those who resist. Thus, we get Armand 
who says: “Being an anarchist means denying, rejecting, the arche, political and legal 
domination, the apparatus of power. But it's even more: it means denying, rejecting, the 
utility of the state in ordering relations between men. Better, it means doing without 
the intervention and the protection of archist institutions in reaching agreement with 
others.” We get Novatore who says: “O apostolic apes of humanity and social progress, 
do you not hear that which sounds above your spooks? Listen, O listen! It is my laughter 
which rises and echoes furiously in the heights!” We get Martucci who says: “Anarchists 
are opposed to authority both from below and from above. They do not demand power 
For the masses, but seek to destroy all power and to decompose these masses into 
individuals who are masters of their own lives.” And Finally we get Zo d’Axa who keeps it 


very simple when he says: “Neither in a party or a group. Outside.” 
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| consider two more groupings in this seventh chapter, the mostly pre-Civil War American 
radicals discussed by Crispin Sartwell, who were often spiritually inspired besides being 
both anti-government and anti-State, and the mysterious modern collective known only 
as Anarchist International. Here the former, a disparate group who seem united only in 
that they were against institutional coercions of their singular existences, are perhaps 
represented by Lysander Spooner’s assertion that “the whole Revolution turned upon, 
asserted, and, in theory, established, the right of each and every man, at his discretion, 
to release himself From the support of the government under which he had lived.” 
Consequently, these people had a common belief in “self-sovereignty” which was 
certainly an individualist trait that would mutate through history in America to the 
present day. This belief in such a sovereignty also seems to have been individually 
asserted and nuanced as well. Some focused on it economically or politically while 
others regarded it as having sexual application in “free love”. Such people took seriously 
their notion that the course of their life and its interests was truly their business. 
Anarchist International meanwhile, being much more contemporary, took a view 
compatible with my own that revolution seems inherently unlikely. Resistance, however, 
is Far from off the table. Capitalism mandates that we have a realism about its all- 
encompassing reach and effects. In such a context anarchism can take on a nihilistic 
guise and become a willed lack of systematisation and being classified and processed by 
the techno-capitalist State. We can resist leaders and organisation. We must be hard- 
nosed and possessed of a clear-sighted courage. Anarchy, we should remember (or learn 
if we never knew it), is always in the NOW. It is about how we live NOW. And we should 
remember that Far from everyone will ever see the need for it. Anti-capitalism, to those 
outside it and who have no understanding of the need for it, will always seem like 


nihilism, swapping everything For nothing. 
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Chapter eight discussed piracy but not in a documentary way. After appraising Gabriel 
Kuhn's Dionysian pirates it seemed to me that, whilst Kuhn could describe pirates 
appropriately, he ultimately either misunderstood them or wished they had been 
something else instead. |, however, imagine to be clear both about what pirates were 
and to regard what they actually were as the necessary anarchist message for us today 
as resisters. This message is that your only task is to lead your own life according to your 
own desires. | brought strange resources to bear to demonstrate this but not really. 
Renzo Novatore was every bit a pirate, set aside the Fact he never appears to have gone 
to sea. But don’t let that dissuade you of his relevance for he is a good example. He lived 
a life of resistance to, and insurrection against, various societal coercions and was anti- 
system, anti-society and anti-sacred. Thus he writes, “My revolution already started a 
long time ago. From the moment | knew life, | took up MY weapons and declared MY war. 
| struggle For a cause that is my own. No other cause can interest me anymore.” In this he 
was partly inspired by his own reading of Max Stirner, my second resource in this chapter. 
Stirner, apart From anything else, teaches that if you want no masters then cease acting 
like slaves: “Only by recognizing no duty, i.e., by not binding myself or allowing myself to 
be bound. IF | have no duty, then | also know no law.” In Stirner and Novatore together 
we see a creed of disobedience, resistance and rebellion. It is against institutional 
control and about being basically ungovernable by authoritarian others. It is a piratical 


creed of selF-organisation. 


My ninth chapter focused on more social and integrative conceptions of social life, a 
social component to balance out the Former chapter’s egoist emphasis. | began with 
Gerrard Winstanley who | previously discussed in Black Flag. Here | went deeper into his 


ideas, especially in his “Law of Freedom in a Platform”. Winstanley’s basic message is one 
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of rebellion against authoritarian and acquisitive material overlords. Religiously inspired, 
he seeks to build a common treasury without respect of persons, a political and 
economic reformation of society guided by “the spirit of universal community and 
Freedom”. This ultimately becomes coercive in his more detailed description of it but the 
ideal is there. Voltairine de Cleyre, on the other hand, is immediately more anarchist and 
convinced that the ideal society is one in which no one be coerced to take part in a 
society to which they have not consented. She sees her anarchism as a matter of 
“individuality rising up from its abasement” and fundamentally believes in the 
illegitimacy of all compulsion. All methods for the achieval of this political situation de 
Cleyre imagines are “to the individual capacity and decision”. Finally, having dealt with 
Godwin in a former chapter, | deal with a further Foundation stone of anarchist thought 
in this chapter in Pierre-Joseph Proudhon. His denial of both State and property lays 
down economic markers for Future anarchist thinking as does his conception of a 
socialistic anarchism based in mutual self-organisation, both in terms of working 
situation and civil organisation. He is Functionally the anarchist source of many political 
and economic ideas anarchists discuss going forward. Where all three of my sources 
agree here is in the necessity of action and organising oneself (or one’s community). One 


can expect no government to do it for you since such bodies only serve other interests. 


My last chapter before this epilogue is then one dealing with Peter Lamborn Wilson, 
otherwise known as Hakim Bey. His major idea is the Temporary Autonomous Zone and 
this is not just a place but a concept to be taken and used in whatever way it can to 
incarnate resistance. Wilson, an individualist, Foregrounded diversity, contingency, desire 
and creating your own purposes. He was about rebellion and being in the moment. “A 


TAZ is the activity of a person or persons in interaction with circumstances in order to 
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create opportunities for defiance, resistance, free relations, habits of self-sufficiency 
and insurrectionary consciousness.” He was about self-organisation and self-satisFaction. 
He spoke to our ability to refuse that which we did not wish to go along with and for our 
creation of a politics which suited us rather than authority. He spoke of a “return to the 
primitive” much as | mentioned earlier (I didn’t know this before | did the research in 
order to write this book so its a happy accident) and asked that we “understand and 
sympathise with hunter/gatherer societies”, stating that “Anarchism... sympathizes... 
with the non-authoritarian social structures and pre-surplus value economics of the 
hunter/gatherers”. Wilson thus offered something of a tonal recommendation for what 
the anarchist should be like in living their lives: chaotic, poetic, Free. 

Where does all this leave me? It leaves me having to tie up all the loose ends and bring 
everything together. The course | steered through the previous chapters led us to a 
place of socio-erotic exchange, cooperative promiscuity, nihilistic desire to annihilate all 
institutionalised systems and authoritarian government and to live our own lives, 
according to our own desires, in the moment, pirates who have set sail on the open 
ocean with our destination at our discretion and our lives in our hands. This was a will to 
live according to our own agency and autonomy in free associations of affinity in a 
decentralised world, a mantra of self-organisation. OF course, we may not be allowed by 
others to have that. And so we must fight for it as now Fully conscious resistants with our 
disobedient and revolting Faces set against government, against capitalism, against 
moral dogmatisms. We love and we fight for ourselves but we are not against joining 
with like-minded others so long as they realise both that nothing is forever and that 
death is certain. So: | ask you to listen to some wise words From an anarchist ‘mother’ par 


excellence in relation to this: 
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"Man has as much liberty as he is willing to take. Anarchism therefore stands for direct 
action, the open defiance of, and resistance to, all laws and restrictions economic, social 
and moral. But defiance and resistance are illegal. Therein lies the salvation of man. 
Everything illegal necessitates integrity, self-reliance and courage. In short, it calls for free, 
independent spirits, for men who are men, and who have a bone in their back which you 


cannot pass your hand through." 


These are the words of Emma Goldman, a woman who Fundamentally believed your 
beliefs were all so much rubbish unless you had the raw courage to live them and fight 
For them. We cannot criticise her on that score for she certainly took the rough with the 
smooth in relation to her own beliefs - even to the extent of having governments 
organising against her and deporting her. Her example, amongst other things, 
demonstrates that social and personal freedoms, in a context of authoritarian control, 


are a fight and not an assumption. They are a matter of courage and not cowardice. 


Another anarchist who put himself in the Firing line was David Graeber. In his 2009 book 
Direct Action, an ethnographic dissertation on this most anarchist of attitudes, he writes 


the Following which has always stood out to me since | First read it: 


“lt should be easy enough to see why anarchists have always been drawn to the idea of 
direct action. Anarchists reject states and all those systematic forms of inequality states 
make possible. They do not seek to pressure the government to institute reforms. Neither 
do they seek to seize state power for themselves. Rather, they wish to destroy that power, 
using means that are - so far as possible - consistent with their ends, that embody them. 


They wish to ‘build a new society in the shell of the old.’ Direct action is perfectly consistent 
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with this, because in its essence direct action is the insistence, when faced with structures 
of unjust authority, on acting as if one is already free. One does not solicit the state. One 
does not even necessarily make a grand gesture of defiance. Insofar as one is capable, one 


proceeds as if the state does not exist. 


This is the difference, in principle, between direct action and civil disobedience (though in 
practice there often is a good deal of overlap between the two). When one burns a draft 
card, one is withdrawing one's consent or cooperation from a structure of authority one 
deems illegitimate, but doing so is still a form of protest, a public act addressed at least 
partly to the authorities themselves. Typically, one practicing civil disobedience is also 
willing to accept the legal consequences of his actions. Direct action takes matters a step 
further. The direct actionist does not just refuse to pay taxes to support a militarized school 
system, she combines with others to try to create a new school system that operates on 
different principles. She proceeds as she would if the state did not exist and leaves it to the 


state's representatives to decide whether to try to send armed men to stop her.” 


Now not all anarchists, historical or current, wish to “build a new society in the shell of 
the old” — although that is certainly the rhetoric of more social and utopian kinds of 
anarchists. The substance of these words in regards to “direct action” still stands, 
however — and not least the notions that we act as if the state did not exist and that it is 
For other people to decide if they will send armed men to stop us in what we are doing 
or not. Earlier in the book | quoted Voltairine de Cleyre talking about the same subject 
and as | seek to bring this book to an end in some kind of an orderly and logical manner it 
strikes me that “direct action” is very much where | should end it. Why is this? Well its 


because, once again, the forces of coercion and control are being gathered, an assault is 
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being prepared (the outriders have already got into skirmishes and won battles) and a 


new era of sexual and political repression seems about to break. 


As | was thinking how to end this book | was leafing through various tomes looking For 
something | could use to make my point. Many worthy and, I’m sure, substantial books 
suggested themselves but none of them Felt right. In this book | have said what | wanted 
to say and so! must end, so it seems to me, in my own words as well. But what | did come 
across in doing that putative research for a way to end this was various social media 
detritus which is particularly unavoidable if one strays on to Twitter (which the current 
owner insists on calling X but Fuck him) which now seems to have become the go to place 
to post bigoted hate without consequences. Thus | saw two tweets (not posts) in 


particular: 


“The point of sex is to create children.” 


"Conservatives have to lead the way to restoring sex to its true purpose and ending 


recreational sex." 


My immediate Focus on reading these bold statements (from, you will not be surprised 
to learn, conservative American male sources) was on how they were so focused on “sex 
is for reproduction”, a patriarchal heteronormative bigotry we have seen at times 
throughout this book. But, of course, read them again and the homophobia of such 
statements is also immediately obvious. Gay men and lesbian women can’t have sex for 
reproduction. Thus, their entire sexual existence is ruled null and void. | read these 


tweets against a background of reading | was doing of writing by people such as Gayle 
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Rubin and Patrick Califia, people with a history of Fighting “sex wars” in the 1970s and 
1980s, and it is very instructive to read their words, contemporaneously composed, to 
see what the points at issue were, what tactics were used and how they compare and 
contrast with those of today. Thus, it is enlightening, and a little shocking, for example, 
to read that there were actually people (and there certainly still will be today) who think 
that sadomasochism is actual torture of women (or the glorification of the same). Such 
people see pictures of women tied up or being hit or Fucked and think of it as real 
punishment and real torture. They cannot imagine anyone would willingly put 
themselves in that position or honestly submit to being hit, used and apparently abused. 
And because they can’t imagine someone being willing to do this (let alone getting 
pleasure From doing it), they refuse to concede that it is actually happening. It is violence 


against women. It is torture. It must be stopped. Simple. (Except, of course, its not this.) 


But, as we can see, what starts in one place does not stop in one place. One thing that 
has materially changed since those days is that the Roe vs Wade judgment has been 
overturned in America and now “birth control” is firmly in the sights of the authoritarian 
sex police (as the tweets | quoted show and not only in the USA). Now if you happen to 
be one of the sex police you almost certainly don’t just want to stop women having 
access to birth control pills: you almost certainly also want to ban abortions, outlaw 
trans health care for anyone (whilst making trans identity also illegal and publicly 
impossible to actualise), reintroduce prohibitions on gay and lesbian sexual expression, 
ban pornography and books you don’t like the look of and probably make any kind of 
sexual diversity outside of a monogamous marriage of a cis man and a cis woman 
increasingly difficult to achieve. This, to your average conservative, is what politics looks 


like: the repression of any sexual or cultural habits which they Find personally or socially 


1470 


objectionable. If they don’t like it then you shouldn't be able to do it. That, they imagine, 


is a politics. 


In Public Sex: The Culture of Radical Sex Patrick Califia (Formerly Pat Califia, a lesbian 
woman and former associate of Gayle Rubin in the San Francisco lesbian S and M group 
Samois, who became Patrick Califia, a Female-to-male trans man) has things to say about 
this as a combatant in past sex wars. Califia notes, First of all, in the introductory essay to 


this volume of essays, that: 


“The history of the ‘50s and McCarthyism made it clear that you cannot save yourself by 
keeping your head down and hoping the people who made you a member of a proscribed 


class will not ferret you out.” 


So, if you are such a person, then in the eyes of the sex police you already have a target 
on your back. And there will always be people in such a scenario (which is a prison 
scenario for lots of reasons, political, economic, moral, sexual, that | have detailed 
repeatedly throughout this text) who are looking for the targets. Being a person of 
diverse or deviant erotic practices will not just be a matter of your own proclivities 


however, as Califia notes: 


“People whose erotic practices are deviant do tend to acquire an outsider’s critical 
perspective on marriage, the family, heterosexuality, gender roles, and vanilla sex. But 
being a sex radical means being defiant as well as deviant. lt means being aware that there 


is something unsatisfying and dishonest about the way sex is talked about (or hidden) in 
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daily life. It also means questioning the way our society assigns privilege based on 


adherence to its moral codes, and in fact makes every sexual choice a matter of morality.” 


The fact is that, as a person of deviant sexual preference (which might be that you are 
gay, queer or lesbian, that you are trans or nonbinary, but also might just be that you're 
a person with a womb who likes to Fuck without getting pregnant), you have been 
pitched into a war. You didn’t start the war and you may very well not want to be in the 
war. But you are in a war anyway, a sexual, cultural and political war for your existence 
and your Freedom. Califia seems to know this well in Public Sex and his introduction 
consequently bristles with the need to stand up and take responsibility for who and 
what you are. (Do you think lying down and acquiescing is going to save you? Silly billy.) 
This is partly about celebrating, defending and describing what we might loosely and 
broadly term “queer pleasures” but, as we can also see From conservative rhetoric, it is 
also about the need to even defend, celebrate and describe PLEASURE as a worthwhile 
thing in its own right. You see, you are not allowed to enjoy yourself AND ESPECIALLY 


NOT LIKE THAT! This is entirely the point of any political authoritarianism. 


So according to Califia we must “take responsibility for our pleasures”. We must do this 
not just personally but as a community of associated people. Califia says that “IF we 
cannot be our brothers’ and our sisters’ keepers, then we do not deserve to live in the 
sunlight” and | take this to be more about looking out for each other than alternative 
Forms of interference. (There won't be a gay, queer, lesbian, trans, etc., community if we 
allow all the others like us to be picked off one by one. So looking out for each other 
MAKES SENSE.) But it also means being honest, open and unashamed about what we are 


and what we enjoy in a world where no “sexuality” is natural For nothing natural would 
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require powerful social reinforcement to make sure it keeps existing. So “We are going 
to have to fall in love with lust and defend it, claim it, and make it a source of 
affirmation.” But Califia also assures us that “This is something each one of us can do on 
her or his own recognizance.” This is important because, as Califia also argues, we must 
deal with ourselves first before we can deal with outside agitators and oppressors who 


attack us For what we are and who and what we love. So he says, importantly: 


“The stress that | experience around my sexual difference is manageable because it comes 
from other people’s prejudices, not from self-hate or self-doubt. Without this consistency, | 
would never be able to live more freely in the world or have an intimate relationship. You 


can't love or let yourself be loved if you're busy juggling lies and papering over your libido.” 


This speaks to an activity of rigorously Fighting to expel all the intellectual, moral, but 
also emotional, attachments to societal programming about sex and its political 
implications. These, it is to be noted, are not the same thing and it is Far From as easy as 
rejecting some intellectual or moral postulates and substituting them for others. The 
emotional bonds to societal beliefs and traits are very real, even if immaterial, and one 
can easily Find oneself engaged in habits that, in formal and intellectual terms, one 
thought one had already rejected. So you must get yourself right and actualise yourself 
as the person who you honestly are and want to be and that is a painstaking, day-by-day 
task that probably never ends. We might, on the metaphor of direct action, think of this 
as personal direct action that accompanies the necessary social direct action to be 
engaged in as well. It is all together a matter of Forming ourselves, and our environment, 
in ways that accord with our desires, aims, beliefs and values. As if the State and all 


authoritarian and coercive social controls did not exist. 
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Yet, as Gayle Rubin reminds us in her essay “The Leather Menace”, a discussion of her 
experiences as part of the San Francisco lesbian S and M group of the late 1970s and 


early 1980s known as “Samois”: 


“When you are a sex pervert, the institutions of society do not work for you, and often work 
against you. Sexual dissenters face an endless stream of propaganda that rationalizes 


abuses against them, attempts to impair their self-esteem, and exhorts them to recant. 


In addition to social hierarchies of class, race, gender, and ethnicity, there is a hierarchy 
based on sexual behavior. The most blessed form of sexual contact is heterosexual, married, 
monogamous, and_ reproductive. Unions that are unmarried, nonmonogamous, 
nonreproductive, involve more than two partners, are homosexual, or which involve kink or 
fetish are judged as inferior and punished accordingly. This hierarchy has rarely been 
challenged since its emergence, except by the gay movement. But it is a domain of social 
life in which great power is exercised. The ‘lower’ sexual orders are human fodder for the 


prisons and the mental institutions. 


It is time that radicals and progressives, feminists and leftists, recognize this hierarchy for 


the oppressive structure that it is instead of reproducing it within their own ideologies.” 


This is the situation we are in and the situation against which we Fight and which we 
resist explicitly with our love, our sex, whatever kind or type of love or sex that be. The 
Fight is against us as sexual people exercising that sexuality in an “uncontrolled” way. 
“Uncontrolled” here means in any way defined by the controlling group in society as out 


of bounds and it may relate to understandings of gender, sexuality, sexual practice, etc. 
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It is a direct coercion upon sexual human relations and the expression of a dominating 
politics, a politics to be countered with our own alternative one. Rubin has more to say 


about this earlier in the same essay: 


“It is an unfortunate habit of sexual thought that people so readily assume that something 
they would not like would be equally unpleasant to someone else. | hate to run. | might 
someday change my mind, but at this point it would take a lot of coercion to get me to run 
around the block, let alone for five miles. This does not mean that my friends who run in 


marathons are sick, brainwashed, or at gunpoint. 


People who are not into anal sex find it incomprehensible that anyone else could enjoy it. 
People who gag at the thought of oral sex are baffled that anyone else would actually 
relish sucking cock or eating pussy. But the fact remains that there are uncountable hordes 
for whom oral sex or anal sex are exquisitely delightful. Sexual diversity exists, not everyone 
likes to do the same things, and people who have different sexual preferences are not sick, 
stupid, warped, brainwashed, under duress, dupes of the patriarchy, products of bourgeois 
decadence, or refugees from bad child-rearing practices. The habit of explaining away 


sexual variation by putting it down needs to be broken. 


The idea that masochists are victims of sadists underlies much of the debate on S/M. But 
tops and bottoms are not two discrete populations. Some individuals have strong and 
consistent preferences for one role or the other. Most S/M people have done both, and 


many change with different partners, at different times, or according to situation or whim. 
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Nor are the social relations between tops and bottoms similar to the social relations 
between men and women, blacks and whites, straights and queers. Sadists do not 
systematically oppress masochists. Of course, class privilege, race, and gender do not 
disappear when people enter the S/M world. The social power individuals bring to the S/M 
community affects their ability to negotiate within it, whether as tops or bottoms. But 
class, race, and gender neither determine nor correspond to the roles adopted for S/M play. 
The most frequent oppressions connected to S/M come from a society bent on keeping 


people from engaging in nonconventional sex and which punishes them when they do. 


The silliest arguments about S/M have been those which claim that it is impossible that 
people really consent to do it. The issue of consent has been clouded by an overly hasty 
application of Marxian critiques of bourgeois contract theory to sex law and practice. 
Marxists argue that just because someone voluntarily enters into an agreement to do 
something, does not mean that they have not been coerced by forces impinging on the 
decision. This is a useful distinction since social relations of class, gender, race, and so forth 
in fact do limit the scope of possible decisions which can be made. So do the social relations 


of sexuality, but not by forcing people to be perverts. 


While the word is the same, the meanings of consent in sex law are distinct from those 
involved in critiques of contract theory. In sex law, consent is what distinguishes sex from 
rape. But consent is a privilege which is not enjoyed equally by all sexualities. Although it 
varies according to state, most sexual activity is illegal. The fewest restrictions apply to 
adult heterosexuality. But adult incest is illegal in most states, and adultery is still a felony 
in many. In some states, sodomy laws even apply to heterosexuals, who may be prosecuted 


for oral or anal sex. Homosexuality is much more restricted than heterosexuality. Except for 
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the states which have passed consenting adult statutes decriminalizing homosexuality, it is 
still illegal to have gay sex. Before 1976, a gay person in California did not have the legal 
right to have oral sex with his or her lover, and could be prosecuted for doing it. Minors have 
no right at all to consent to sex, although it is usually adult partners who are prosecuted. 


But sexually active youth can be sent to juvenile homes and are subject to other penalties. 


In addition to clearly defined legal restrictions, sex laws are unequally enforced. And in 
addition to the activities of police, forces like religion, medicine, media, education, family, 
and the state all function to pressure people to be married, heterosexual, monogamous, 
and conventional. One may more reasonably ask if anyone truly ‘consents’ to be straight in 
any way. Coercion does occur among perverts, as it does in all sexual contexts. One still 
needs to distinguish rape and abuse from consensual situations. But the overwhelming 
coercion with regard to S/M is the way in which people are prevented from doing it. We are 
fighting for the freedom to consent to our sexuality without interference and without 


penalty.” 


The point here is that sex is controlled, socially controlled, politically controlled (and 
political campaigns both for and against real kinds of sex are real things that take place 
in the real world). Our Freedom to be who we are is curtailed, criminalised and punished. 
Based on what? Based on real dangers? Or based on the Fear of lack of control by those 
who imagine themselves societal police? What business is it of anybody else’s what 
sexuality you are interested in or with whom or how you like to have sex? What are sex 
police afraid of when they tell you to do this and never do that? Why are sex and sexual 
pleasure often not even seen as legitimate activities in themselves? Why is sex research 


and sex education often opposed and any that has been done hidden from those (such 
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as teenagers) who would benefit most from reading it? For instance, consider this from 


Rubin again in “The Leather Menace”: 


“The sex field also reflects its marginality. Whereas almost every institution of higher 
learning has a department of psychology, there are virtually no departments of sexology. 
There are fewer than a dozen academic sites in the United States where sex research is 
conducted. There are few courses taught on sex at the college level, and pre-college sex 
education is still tenuous. Knowledge of sex is restricted. Getting into the Institute for Sex 
Research is like getting into Fort Knox. Almost every library has its sexual materials in a 
locked case, or in a special collection, or oddly catalogued. The younger one is, the harder it 
is to access information about sex. The systematic restraints on curiosity about sex maintain 


sexual ignorance, and where people are ignorant, they are manipulable.” 


This is From a version of this essay First published in 1982 but you get the point. Rubin in 


Fact contextualises it herself at the beginning of the essay when she reminds us: 


“It is important to know and to remember that in the United States and Britain, there were 
extensive and successful morality campaigns in the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth 
centuries. Social movements against prostitution, obscenity, contraception, abortion, and 
masturbation were able to establish state policies, social practices, and deeply entrenched 
ideologies which still affect the shape of our sexual experience and our ability to think 


about it.” 


These repressions, you see, come again and again and again. And they are multi-faceted 


oppressions at once political, economic, moral, sexual. Right now as | write this there are 
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in Fact trans-Atlantic campaigns going on against abortion, trans rights and public sexual 
expression in the cases of those such as drag queens. We read of political campaigns 
being prepared in secret For when prospective political candidates might take power 
that might initiate widespread sexual control over whole populations, ushering in a new 
era of conservative control. But these are never just about the sexual foibles and 
shibboleths of political and religious conservatives for they intermesh with and are 
enabled by prevailing moral, economic and political conditions — states, capitalism, class, 
poverty, that kind of thing. It is never a case of Fighting on one front alone. Its all or 


nothing in this prison of ours, especially if we want to get out of it. 


In her essay “Intersexualization and Queer-Anarchist Futures” in the book Queer Futures: 
Reconsidering Ethics, Activism and the Political German academic Lena Eckert writes 
about intersexuality as a nexus of sex and state control. As she sees _ it, 
“Intersexualization is... at the core of the construction of a dichotomously 
sexualized/gendered society.” It is this because it is “the quest for a scientifically 
verifiable distinction between men and women that pathologizes some bodies and 
defines them as abnormal according to ever shifting parameters.” This is the State’s 
business because the State demands that we be either men or women. But what is what 
we are to do with them? Following David Graeber and his assertions about direct action, 
why do we even acknowledge the State’s existence or its right to know? In terms of 


Eckert’s own project, she continues: 


“The focus of my engagement with the possible connection between queer and anarchist 
politics is the social contract in the nation state (or the State) of the global North. This 


social contract is based on heteronormative complementarity and therefore also on the 
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negativity of queer. Moreover, this contract of the nation station relies on capitalist and 
neoliberal economic organization, the nuclear family as the smallest cell, reproduction in 
this confined and regulated space, the distinction between reproductive and productive as 
well as unpaid and paid labor (even if there are no children involved). Intersexualization 
regulates and hierarchizes desires and flows of subjectivities and bodies. In this process, 
intersexuality is still defined as a biological phenomenon rather than seen as part of wider 
social relations such as heteronormativity, patriarchy, capitalism, and colonialism—which 
affect everybody. Therefore, | want to ask if it is possible to reclaim the social as positivity 
from the nation state. Could a queer-anarchist ‘prefigurative politics’ counter violent 
processes such as intersexualization by forming coalitions which aim at opening up the 
space for a different social contract, maybe beyond the nation state? Finally, why not think 


the social as positivity beyond the nation state?” 


The point here is that there are “ways to be” which, from the State’s point of view, are 
ways not to be, ways to be discouraged or even expunged. The State under capitalism is 
a certain thing and anything which goes against the grain of that, or is perceived as an 
impediment to its efficient and continued operation, is an enemy to be fought from the 
State’s point of view. This then requires us, so Eckert posits, to form social alliances as 


hubs of resistance. Eckert consequently Finishes her short essay by saying the following: 


“The nation state does not have to be the only thinkable arrangement of society. This 
oppositional knowing against the nation state, therefore, represents the possibility for 
queer not to participate in the processes of its own pathologization and subsequent 
normalization. To pose negativity against the process of intersexualization would be to 


form coalitions that are based on an ethics of relationship. This relationship is the 
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becoming-tomorrow of affective and collective interconnections between subjectivities and 
bodies that feel a responsibility for the political in the social. | suggest here an 
understanding of the political and political activism that is intrinsically social and based on 
an ethics of relationship and collective spirit, one that is anti-heteronormative and queer 
and prefigurative. | propose a sociality in the now that counters the workings of the social 
contracts of the modern nation state, which are caught up in the anti-social spirit of 
capitalism, heteronormativity, patriarchy, and colonialism. To live responsibly means 
understanding that our bodies are never only ours and that our decisions do not only affect 
ourselves—that our lives are always in relation to others. To realize that we are dependent 
on each other and that the political is collectivity is maybe the greatest challenge of a 
queer-anarchist prefigurative politics. A queer-anarchist future would be the re-writing of 


social contracts—without and against the modern nation state.” 


As far as this goes, | agree with it — and it is certainly on the right track inasmuch as it 
argues that we must create and form socialities beyond patriarchal heteronormativity 
that are in opposition to the State. But now further consider what Paul B. Preciado, a 


trans man, says of his “countersexuality” in his book Countersexual Manifesto: 


“Countersexuality is not the creation of a new nature but rather the end of nature as an 


order that legitimizes the subjection of some bodies to others.” 


This particular ruse, beloved of scientific sexology and psychology from the beginning, 
has been the con of imagining that “nature” had an “order of things” and that it was our 
duty to (pretend to) “discover” it. Preciado, as you can see, rejects this con. (Just as 


Eckert did before him and as Richard Rorty did whole and entire in my fourth chapter.) 
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For the truth is people create genders and sexualities; people subject one body to 
another and hierarchicalise them in their social and political organisations of populations 
(as in Foucault’s History of Sexuality). Most especially States do these things. Preciado, 


Further, can delineate the genealogy of his term “countersexuality” in this context: 


“The name ‘countersexuality’ comes indirectly from Michel Foucault, for whom the most 
efficient form of resistance to the disciplinary production of sexuality in our liberal societies 
is not the fight against prohibition (as the antirepressive sexual-liberation movements of 
the 1960s proposed), but rather counterproductivity—that is to say, the production of 
counter-protocols and forms of pleasure-knowledge as alternatives to the disciplines of the 
modern sexual regime. The countersexual practices proposed here should be understood as 


technologies of resistance or, put another way, as forms of sexual counterdiscipline.” 


This all sounds very promising in its promotion of our own sexual direct action, 
something | would myself certainly support. Preciado then continues later on, giving 


explanatory grounds for this: 


“Western human nature is a product of social technology that reproduces the equation 
‘nature = heterosexuality’ on our bodies, architectures, and discourses. The heterosexual 
system is an epistemic regime and social apparatus that produces femininity and 
masculinity and operates by dividing and fragmenting the body: it cuts out organs and 
generates zones of high sense and motor intensity (visual, tactile, olfactory), which it 


afterward identifies as natural and anatomic centers of sexual difference. 


1482 


Sexual roles and practices, which are naturally attributed the masculine and feminine 
genders, are an arbitrary grouping of regulations inscribed onto living bodies that assure 
the material exploitation of one sex over another. Sexual difference is a heteropartitioning 
of the body in which symmetry is impossible. The process by which sexual difference is 
created is a technological-reduction operation that consists of removing and isolating 
certain parts from the living being in order to make them sexual signifiers. Men and women 
are metonymic constructions of the heterosexual production-reproduction system that 
permits the subjugation of women as a sexual workforce and means of reproduction. This is 
structural exploitation, and the sexual and political profits that heterosexual men and 
women thereby gain necessarily reduce the erotic surface of the world to the sexual 
reproductive organs and privilege the biopenis as the one and only mechanical center of 


sex-drive production. 


The sex/gender system is a biowriting system. It writes with blood, sperm, milk, water, 
sound, ink, oil, coil, uranium, capital, light, electricity, and radiation. The body is a living, 
constructed text, an organic archive of human history as the history of sexual production- 
reproduction, in which certain codes are naturalized, others remain elliptical, and still 
others are systematically deleted or scratched out. (Hetero)sexuality, far from 
spontaneously springing forth from every newborn body, must reregister and reestablish 
itself through constant repetitive operations and through the iteration of the (masculine 


and feminine) codes socially vested as natural. 


Countersexuality’s task is to identify the erroneous spaces, the biotext’s structural flaws 
(intersex bodies, transgender and transsexual bodies, queens, diesel dykes, faggots, 


butches, the hysterical, the horny and the frigid, the sexually disabled and the mentally ill 


1483 


hermaphrodykes, etc.), and to bolster the power of deviating and drifting from the 


heterocentric biowriting machine.” 


This is put in very specific language (and requires specialised knowledge of French 
theorists to Fully get all the context according to his reference points) but, perhaps more 


controversially, if pertinently, Preciado goes on to say: 


“BDSM practices, such as the creation of contractual pacts that regulate submission and 
domination roles, have exposed the erotic power structures underlying the contract that 


heterosexuality has imposed as natural.” 


What does he mean by this? Let me start answering that question for myself (without 
any admission that | am hereby giving any interpretation of Preciado’s meaning but my 
own) by going back to Gayle Rubin writing in “The Leather Menace”. She writes, on the 
topic of whether there is a sexual position to be taken up consequent on having a 


politics: 


“If feminist politics entail or require particular sexual positions or forms of erotic behavior, 
then it follows that other kinds of sexual activity are specifically antifeminist... The idea 
that there is an automatic correspondence between sexual preference and political belief is 


long overdue to be jettisoned. 


This does not mean that sexual behavior should not be evaluated. How people treat each 
other in sexual contexts is important. But this is not the same issue as passing judgment on 


what are essentially cultural differences in sexual behavior. There are plenty of lesbian 
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relationships which are long term and monogamous, in which both partners switch roles or 
do the same thing, in which all touching is gentle, but in which the partners are mean and 
nasty to each other in their daily lives. The idea that lesbianism, especially when practiced 
by feminists, is a superior form of sex often leads people to ignore actual interpersonal 
dynamics. Conversely, the idea that S/M is intrinsically warped leads to an inability to 
perceive love, friendship, and affection among S/M people. S/M partners may occupy 
polarized roles, the touching may be rough, and yet they may treat each other with respect 
and affection. In all sexualities, there is a range of how people act toward one another. 
Ranking different sexualities from best to worst simply substitutes for exercising judgment 


about specific situations.” 


This reads like Julia Serano in Whipping Girl in that she rejects the notion of more and 
less radical kinds of sex and the notion that a certain political stance requires a 
particularly different or exotic sexuality to go with it. Not everyone would agree with 
her. Long time British lesbian Feminist Julie Bindel, for example (who is a Fellow gender 
critical traveller with Kathleen Stock and Helen Joyce), has written in the past that her 
lesbianism is a political tactic (“I was not born a lesbian”) since she Feels her feminism 
requires that she be lesbian (and a particularly anti-male sort at that) in order to be 


authentically Feminist. 


For me, however, the question is one of authenticity in a way that addresses both what 
Rubin says here and what Preciado said before. Preciado, it seems to me, is arguing that 
BDSM sexuality exposes sexuality whole and entire by showing it up as a set of artificial 
agreements and relationships entered into. Sexual participants play roles, they don’t 


nu a nu a 


embody inherent ontological sexual realities —- “homosexual”, “heterosexual”, “bisexual” 
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— that are uploaded to our bodies in the process of us being born (so sociologist John H. 
Gagnon as we saw earlier). They are not essentialisms, things we are Fated to, that we 
must perform because they are “our nature”. Rather, they are things we can make and 
unmake, exposing the lie of “nature” which authoritarian power often relies on as we do. 
What Gayle Rubin says comes into this for me in then posing the question of if our 
politics require certain sexual values or attitudes. For myself | am not so convinced as her 
that an anarchist (which | agree she does not specifically address) would not have a duty 
to sexually break the bounds of patriarchal heteronormativity with its “sex is for 
procreation” mantra which disdains any other Form of sexuality and disallows many kinds 
of sex completely. (Sorry, there’s no anal in patriarchal heteronormativity because you'll 
never get anyone pregnant that way.) Sex for pleasure is completely ruled out of bounds 
in this mentality (as many conservative social media users confirm daily) but the 
anarchist is not one who lets others say what is out of bounds - either for them or in 
terms of their relationships. It then seems to me that in a world in which ALL sex (and all 
gender) is made up, the creating of interactive erotic Fictions, we can write whatever 
story we want — and we should. In this way, our sex becomes a politics and our politics is 
sex. The anarchist should then be one who knows no boundary save mutual pleasure and 
who lives according to their desires. Indeed, should they not simply have a politics of 
desire? Should they not simply be pirates sailing the seven seas in whatever direction, 


and for whatever purpose, they will, their own selF-organising articles their only guide? 


| wrote earlier that “The course | steered through the previous chapters led us to a place 
of socio-erotic exchange, cooperative promiscuity, nihilistic desire to annihilate all 
institutionalised systems and authoritarian government and to live our own lives.” | am 


glad that that is what it turned out | wrote because | agree with it. Even earlier, at the 
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very start of this book, | wrote about where | personally had come from in order to give 
the reader some detail about who was writing what they were reading. | think | may have 
said something about seeing if | have changed at the end. Well now | am at the end and | 
don’t particularly Feel changed but | do very much feel that everything has been brought 
into focus and sharpened up. | remain committed to the notion of an “androgyne 
humanity” - by which | mean the idea that common human possibility lies in all of us and 
that the humanity — not the fictions we slather on top of it to hide it — is the more basic 
phenomenon. All too many people in this world Fabricate fictions of origins and then try 
to tell us that you can’t cheat reality. But the truth is, as many of the resources | used in 


this book knew well, that reality is what you make of it. 


That being so, it might be a good idea to make something good, pleasurable and 
Fulfilling, something about liberty and pleasure, rather than to make prisons for the self 
and for others. Unfortunately for us, the history of the last 5-7,000 years of humanity has 
taught us that if you want things like liberty, freedom and pleasure then you are going 
to have to Fight off your enslavement in the process to get them. As anarchist Free 
spirits, as those who resist and fight for an integrity all our own, personal, social and 
relational, this is what we are determined to do, promoting socio-erotic exchange, 
cooperative promiscuity and nihilistic desire as we go. We wish to make love not war but 
if our means of making that war be love then we see nothing wrong in that either — For 
we are lovers and fighters, and every time we Fuck, we fight! Perhaps, then, as Preciado 
intimates, the BDSM relationship is key and a usable political model. For what could be 
better in the situation we find ourselves in than entering into knowing Fictions For 
mutual pleasure, knowing that these only work if all cooperate and work together and 


each plays their part utilising their Full agency, autonomy and powers of free association? 
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JOLLY ROGER’'S ANARCHY: A PERSONAL MANIFESTO 


Anarchy, a state of shared existence, and anarchism, a political creed or set of common 
principles or ethics formally springing from initial political and economic observations 
made by Pierre-Joseph Proudhon (who was the first person to label himself an anarchist 
in his 1840 text What is Property”), has no canonical manifesto. It couldn’t have. 
“Anarchy”, which comes from Greek meaning “no leaders” or “no authorities”, simply 
disallows that binding rules, canons or dogmas could ever be placed on people. Anarchy, 
Fundamentally, is a situation in which you organise yourself and are left uncoerced in 
order that you may do so. Anarchism, if it is anything, is then the ethic of actualising self 
organisation. Over about two centuries now various figures have had various ideas about 
how best to do that, ideas which range from benevolent institutions as part of 
metanarratives about world organisation to union power and the solidarity of the 
working person as the engine of society to simple personal freedom and autonomy 
allowed to Follow its desires. None of these are things a true anarchist would, or could, 
impose because “imposition” is an anarchist sin. Consequently, in the Few pages that 
Follow what | will be giving is a personal anarchist manifesto, my own understanding of 
what anarchy means and so what anarchism is about. Other anarchists will have other 
ideas and that’s a matter for them. How you take my interpretation, and what you think 


about these things For yourself, is then a matter For you. Which is exactly as it should be. 


| have been a self-consciously active anarchist for several years and an anarchist who 
didn’t realise they were one for much longer than that, almost my whole life, in Fact. But 
| am not an expert. | am just me, myself, unique. Consequently, my reasons and my logic 


For my anarchism, and why it might be something For you to consider too, are my own. 
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They begin with a basic but fundamental interpretation of life itself and a metaphor for 


what anarchy in practice might look like. 


The interpretation of life that is both incredibly suggestive and remarkably powerful to 
me is that life, biologically understood, is itself self-organisation in a nutshell. This 
applies to any and all biological life which must, of necessity, have self-organisatory 
properties or powers in order to even exist. Think about it. IF life did not have such 
properties or powers it would very quickly die as it was given birth but then had no 
ability to see to its own most obvious needs. All life has needs and must, in the final 
instance, have ways of going about satisfying them. So even having the ability to cry For 
help, in whatever ways a given form of life may do this, is therefore a form of self- 


organisation. Life itself, then, in all its Forms, is self-organising. This is basic to life itself. 


My metaphor for what anarchy looks like is the pirate crew and the pirate ship. | have 
researched pirates for quite some time recently as part of my anarchist self- 
understanding and certain things emerge. For example, pirate crews were always 
voluntary. No one was going to force you to be a pirate because pirates depended on 
each other and a person who chooses to be with you is much more reliable and 
committed to the cause than someone who has been Forced. (It is an ironic Fact of 
history that most historical pirates in what is called piracy’s “Golden Age” in the late 
1600s and early 1700s were exactly men who had been impressed, i.e. forced, to go to 
sea on merchant or military vessels but had later escaped. Freedom to choose who they 
associated with thus came naturally to pirates.) Pirates also made their own rules of 
association (often called articles) together which were basic understandings concerning 


how they would function and relate to each other as a community of people. A 
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Fundamental understanding here was that pirates could join or leave a crew as they 
pleased. In other words, if you didn’t like how a crew operated you were free to leave 
and either join another, to which you were more amenable, or to go your own way 
instead. OF course, you still had to pull your weight while you were in a pirate crew and 
you might be challenged, or thrown out, if you didn’t but that is only to say that being in 
relationship with anyone anywhere means taking responsibility for some sort of 
obligations that come with relationships. Pirates were then men (almost always, in fact) 
who consciously worked together to achieve mutual aims and Functioning communities 
and associations whilst respecting individual autonomy and freedom of association and 
they did this in conscious defiance of worldly states, laws and governments whose 


authority they conscientiously denied, flouted and fought. 


This last point is pertinent for such a stance brings up the question of what anarchists, 
and the principle and ethic of anarchy, see as wrong with the world as human beings 


have organised it to date. We can probably speak here about three Fundamental things: 


1. Authority 
2. Property 


3. Capital 


Anarchism exists as a critique of all of these things. It argues that any human authority 
(the state, government, cops, courts, etc.) is illegitimate since no one person may ever 
presume to command or control another, not least as a fixed and hierarchical relation, 
and not least, in most cases, because such authorities have never even asked for your 


consent to command you (not that you could refuse it anyway since all of these 


1491 


authorities rely on Force and violence in the end). It says that the notion of private, 
rather than common, property is one injurious to human freedom since it inculcates 
inequality which leads to huge disparities of power. (In anarchist thinking private 
property is often replaced with ideas of use rights and common property, i.e. that it is 
legitimate to make use of things you are using or need and can acquire From common 
stores or sources which have been self-organised but that one may not horde or attempt 
to capture a market or exploit a resource at others’ expense). Private property is also, in 
addition, to claim rights over naturally occurring resources which were never anyone’s to 


claim, except by Force and violence, to begin with. They are a common heritage. 


Anarchists traditionally critique capital for much the same reasons, primarily that its 
existence creates vast inequality (as we see today in the difference between huge 
billionaires who build rocket ships while half the world’s population lives on dust and/or 
under economic slavery) which is injurious to human life and exploitative of resources. 
The major conduit of capital today is, of course, capitalism, an exploitative and coercive 
understanding of economic human relations which holds that everything (including 
human beings) is a resource to be used up for private profit. The anarchist does not 
accept this since it contradicts the notions of human freedom and autonomy to which 
they are committed. It is worth adding here, as context for these points, that the 
anarchist is largely a person of a “live and let live” mentality, one who minds their own 
business and not one who sees others as potential exploitees. You will find much talk in 
anarchist literature about “mutual aid”, an observation about animal and human life 
(although it also extends to all life including plant life too) especially emphasised by the 
Russian anarchist, Peter Kropotkin. He argued, as a naturalist observation, that life best 


survives and prospers when members of a species work together. Consequently, 
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anarchists of many different kinds have taken this insight to heart and recognise that 
cooperation, mutuality and solidarity (although always as examples of an exercised 


human autonomy) are important and necessary factors of human existence generally. 


Anarchism, then, as | have already been trying to say, is a personally articulated ethic of 
life that honours the idea of self-organisation. In a much longer text than this which 
covered many anarchist-relevant topics, Figures, histories and ideas called Black Flag, | 
condensed some basic anarchist tenets in my interpretation of the anarchist mentality 
into my own “articles of Jolly Roger's anarchy” and | will repeat them for you now to sum 


up what | have been saying so Far: 


i. Hold nothing sacred and, in so doing, destroy all authority. 

ii. Agency, autonomy and free association are the lived basis of authentic social life. 
iii. “Self-organisation” is our principle of life and anarchy described. 

iv. IF something is not voluntary then it should not be done. 

v. Creating relationships which help others is also helping yourselves. 

vi. To get out of the prison, think yourself out of it — and then act accordingly. 


vii. Everything is a Fiction. 


There are possible book length discussions to be had about any of these seven articles 
(see Black Flag) which | obviously cannot provide here in what is to be a short and 
readable manifesto - and each has a history and logic all of its own. The first, for 
example, is about putting no interest before one’s own interest (in a stunning reversal of 
what Christianity has taught people For 2,000 years) on the understanding that holding 


things sacred (like gods or dogmas in a quite literal way) is a dangerous pursuit which 
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leads to human incarceration and dissension, to the exploitation and coercion of some 
by others expressly by means of their relational organisation. (Example: being LGBTQ is 
wrong. You may, henceforth, not be LGBTQ. This is not an uncommon example, 
unfortunately.) IF it is true, as the second article espouses, that “agency, autonomy and 
Free association are the lived basis of authentic social life” then this cannot be achieved 
by telling people what their gods must be or what beliefs or values they must hold. Here 
we begin to see that anarchism is not, and can never be, just a matter of politics and 
economics, vital as these areas of life are, but it must also be something applied morally, 
intellectually and even sexually if, as the third article suggests, “’Self-organisation’ is our 


principle of life and anarchy described.” 


The remaining Four articles are two ethics and two imaginaries (ethics and imagination 
being two characteristics it is vital For the anarchist to have). The ethics ask you to make 
voluntarism the basis of social existence (rather than coercive political or economic 
Force) and to see value in social relationships as things which achieve more than the sum 
of their parts. This does not necessarily mean institutional social relationships and it 
never means forced ones. It is about cultivating attitudinal proclivities and dispositions 
in oneself which favour voluntarism and mutually beneficial cooperation. We can do this 
because our species necessarily did it for tens of thousands of years before agriculture 
arrived. The imaginaries, meanwhile, ask you, as an anarchist, to reform your mind and 
how you think, rejecting the oppressive thinking of the capitalists and authoritarians 
who run the world today and actualising yourself according to a different reality. 
Fundamentally, this is about thinking yourself Free of all the ideological shackles placed 
on a modern human being, everything from how you are supposed to look or regard 


yourself to the legitimacy of governments and private wealth. (Heads up: they have 
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none.) You must remake the world in your imagination of it because those who value 
authority over you want to control your mind just as much as your body. In Fact, if they 
control the former then the latter will be much easier to control since you will be a 
captured subject, someone who already thinks in easily controlled ways. IF, for example, 
you grant a government's authority over you then you will much more easily do as it 


says. IF not, it is all the more difficult. 


The last article, and the second imaginary, is perhaps harder to understand but | perceive 
it as vital to do so. It is an article which posits what | imagine a deep and philosophically 
understood truth: that human thought and understanding, which is articulated and 
conceptualised by means of language, has no authority over, because no 
representational correspondence with, the world, what is (presuming that the indicative 
“is” is even the right way to talk about “reality”). What is being said here is that when we 
think, conceptualise, perceive or “understand” we are giving explanations for things but 
we are not necessarily explaining (in what some would call a realist or corresponding 
sense) them in the inerrant and Final way, the one, true accurate way. Our language, that 
is, is not how we show we are in inherent and inerrant touch with the essential nature of 
some imagined reality (in my thinking reality is ALWAYS imagined, that is, constructed in 
the sense of “made sense of”); it is how we make use of our experience of reality, it is how 
we tell useful stories about our reality, stories which demonstrate the cash value, as it 
were, of telling them to begin with as a consequence of a causal but not a corresponding 
relationship with it. “Everything is a Fiction” then Functions as an anarchist reminder that 
stories about reality, political or moral, economic or sexual, are ONLY stories. You can 
always tell another one that finds some new or better use of reality or that makes an 


older story obsolete. In philosophical language this might be called having a pragmatic 
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theory of truth or of the justification of truths but it is not necessary to understand or 
be aware of philosophical discourse to understand the point here, a point which, | hope it 
can be seen, undermines any and all authorities (because they are only Fictions, stories 
being told about themselves as authorities, stories which can be rewritten and 
reimagined by people with different interests and purposes, people who put reality to 


different uses). 


So far, so good | hope. What all this then leads to is an introduction to a number of 
anarchist values which have constantly been repeated in the rhetoric of anarchists over 


two centuries: 


1. Agency. (Agency is the idea that people have a personal ability to act, ethically and 
politically, For themselves and the value that they should be allowed and enabled to do 
so. The anarchist wills that everyone would be enabled to utilise their agency at all times 


and act for themselves as a self-organising being.) 


2. Autonomy. (Autonomy is closely tied to agency and is the notion that each person is a 
singularity not bound to, or by, any collectivity. It is the belief and value that each person 
should make their own decisions and speak for themselves uncoerced, something which 
comes along with their being a unique person to begin with. IF people do not have their 
autonomy and agency then the anarchist Finds it hard to understand how human beings 
could ever be described as “free”. In addition, it is because the anarchist values a 
person’s autonomy that they can place such value in the notion of a voluntarism which 


then becomes meaningful because it is something individually willed.) 
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3. Free or Voluntary Association. (Free association is an ethic of relationship that is 
popular throughout the history of anarchism and contrasts with coerced or forced 
relations. It is literally the notion that people choose who they relate to and associate 
with, how and for what reasons. It is, thus, itself closely related to the agency and 
autonomy | have already referenced and contrary to notions of authoritative Figures who 
tell you who you must associate with, how and what for. The pirates | have already 
mentioned were, on this understanding, perfect examples of voluntary associationists. 
But there is a Further consequence of free association which is equally as important and 
this is its opposite: disassociation. Because the anarchist values free association it means 
they also value equally the ability not to have to associate with whoever they do not 
wish to associate for whatever reasons seem good to them. Disassociation, For example, 
can then be imagined as an anarchist “punishment” as exampled, once more, by the 
pirates who used marooning as a punishment against errant shipmates and others. In an 
anarchist world based on doing things voluntarily, that one associates with who one 
wishes and disassociates from whomsoever one wishes as well, this becomes a very 


important aspect of such a world’s Functioning.) 


4. Affinity. (In an anarchist imaginary human relations would be affinity relations, 
relations and associations based on some common or shared interest or desire that we 
may assume is thought mutually beneficial or that each thinks to their advantage or 
benefit. At any rate, utilising the previous three values the anarchist-minded human 
being may now begin to form associations, and maybe even collections of associations, 


based on common will as opposed to forced or arbitrary relations.) 
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5. Decentralisation. (A major anarchist value, one which goes right back to the thinking 
of the aforementioned Proudhon, is decentralisation which is removing power, whether 
political, economic or moral, from a central point or institution, be that a government, a 
bank or a church, and disseminating it throughout the people in general, both as regards 
their own agency and also their alternative Forms of social relations. Anarchists largely 
imagine to do this organisationally — where anarchism is itself self-organisation — by the 
manufacture of new human relationships based on the four previous values | have 
described. Decentralisation is one of the major political and organisational goals of 
anarchism because it removes that against which it is Fighting, the authority and coercive 
power of a centralised control whether political, economic or ideological. In many social 
Forms of anarchism centralisation is replaced, in a decentralising Frame of mind, with a 
notion of various federated communities who associate, as you might expect, on a basis 
of affinity and free association. How they go about that in detail, whether through town 
hall meetings, via institutions they create, etc., is a matter for them to decide for 
themselves. All anarchists, however, wish to remove the reality of arbitrary and coercive 
control by any organisation or institution that is a centralised power and to replace it 


with voluntary and decentralised forms of association and organisation instead.) 


All that being understood, we now come to another matter to be explained, one that has 
been a constant source of internal debate (Il am underplaying this massively but cannot 
really go into details here) within anarchism from its very beginning: the issue of the 
collective as opposed to the individual. Here it is Fair to say that anarchism and anarchists 
have always had a very strong socially-Focused ethos (from proposing work collectives to 
general theories of mutual aid to economic ideas about sharing, gifting and commonism 


— not to mention anarchist forms of communism and syndicalism). Proudhon, the first 
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person to label themselves “anarchist”, was equally a socialist but he was not a state 
socialist; he believed in people organising their own social relations (political and 
economic) in their own interests and this is what makes his socialism anarchist in 
orientation. Yet, equally, there were always those who took the anarchist ethic, pared 
back to its basic “no leaders, no authorities” etymological origins, and interpreted this 
personally or individualistically. Such people thought that an individual or personal form 
of Freedom, a Freedom shorn of all rules or social obligations aside From those explicitly 
consented to, was what anarchism was all about or where it should always begin (and 
even end). Such people then often took insurrectionist or illegalist courses in life, 
judging that their anarchist purpose was to rebel and to live outside or beyond 
mainstream society or, at any rate, in objection to it. Anarchism, historically, has thus 
always had its collectivists and its individualists as well as those who thought it was a 
societal movement and those who thought the anarchist should always be “anti-society”. 
Some principles these various groupings share and some they do not due to how they 
interpret the consequences of the basic anarchist premise of no authority over human 


beings. 


This dichotomy, however, is always somewhat false. The Fact is that while people are 
always individuals or singularities, they are also always existing within social contexts. It 
is never actually a case of the social OR the individual (which is an unreal abstraction) 
because people just always are singular people existing in social worlds. Even Renzo 
Novatore, a notorious anarchist individualist who writes texts howling protest after 
protest at “society”, something he always insisted he Fully intended to remain on the 
outside of, had Family, Friends and anarchist colleagues in his most active anarchist years 


at the end of his life which he lived by illegal expropriation. His individualism did not 
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make him an isolationist; it simply meant he refused all societal coercions and insisted on 
the right to act for, and from, himself. In a similar way, one of Novatore’s intellectual 
inspirations, the German Max Stirner who called himself “egoist” rather than anarchist 
whilst becoming something of a totem figure for individualists on both sides of the 
Atlantic, conceived of “unions (or associations) of egoists” which is hardly the idea that 
people should exist alone. | thus regard the collective/individual question as something 
of a False one, subject to the values and ideas | have already laid out in this brief essay. 
Provided one remembers individual agency and autonomy, enables free association 
according to affinity and exists in a decentralised context of selfF-organisation then 
questions of whether things must be collectivist or individualist should drop away. 
Anarchism is people actively engaging in organising themselves and so, to be consistent, 
they must always be allowed and encouraged to do so - and provided with the skills and 
confidence to make this a reality. There is no collectivist/individualist dichotomy: there 


are only people who insist on this way or that in a context of anarchy. 


An example of those who subverted such an imaginary dichotomy are, once again, the 
pirates. Clearly, they formed vigorously active communities in which relying on your 
Fellows could literally save your life, both in battle and in terms of provisioning their 
collective existence. But they also — at the very same time — cherished agency, autonomy 
and free association as witnessed, for example, in a pirate’s ability to voluntarily leave or 
join a crew. Pirate scholars in their books tell us that pirate crews were always changing 
exactly because of this acceptance of such individually enabling values yet such values 
existed in a social and communal context of men bonded together with a common 
purpose, a demonstration that both can co-exist together. Indeed, they always must. A 


denuded individuality anyone would regard as oppressive. But this is equally true of a 
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denuded social interaction for everyone regards “solitary confinement” as a punishment. 
Let us then have done with the notion that collectivism and individualism are opposites 
or antagonistic when they are, in fact, both aspects of a healthy human existence. It is 
for this reason, in Fact, that | personally think of anarchism as a “social egoism”, an 
association of “free spirits”. (I get this latter term from Nietzsche but Novatore uses it 


too.) 


| began by saying at the head of this didactic essay that my account of anarchy and 
anarchism was to be personal. Indeed, | do not conceive that any account can ever be 
less than this and | have read dozens in the past ten years, each with their own individual 
interests and inflections. This is a matter of what goes into making a life, the influences 
and ideas which, always at very personal points of our lives, contingently interact with us 
and make their mark. In my case | would note three sets of ideas — Cynicism, 
Existentialism and Nihilism — which have had profound effects upon me personally and 
which lead to the conclusion of “anarchy” as seeming to be the appropriate existential 
state of humanity, relationally considered. Cynicism, for example, not least through its 
figurehead, Diogenes, is a profoundly anti-civilisational idea, in political, economic, 
moral, sexual and intellectual spheres. It informs us that organising ourselves in 
customary and civic ways is bad for us and offers a more authentic naturalism as a better 
way to live, shorn of arbitrary artificiality. | think of it personally as a proto-anarchism. 
Existentialism, on the other hand, asks each human being to put their own authenticity 
First and foremost. It asks us not to live lives of “bad faith”, not only to others and not 
least towards ourselves. Nihilism, on the other hand, the argument that our universe, all 


of existence itself, is radically devoid of meaning and value — and so that any we create is 
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local, temporary and always artificially manufactured — leads to the negation of all 


authorities and the freedom to create for and from oneself. 


Then there are others, individual Figures, whom my life has Funded me with. Examples 
here are Jesus of Nazareth (not for me a son of a god but a destitute Jewish odd job 
man From Galilee who taught a form of social anarchism, a radical form of relying on one 
another and sharing with each other outside of regular political and economic channels), 
Friedrich Nietzsche (a preacher of self-creation and the inauthenticity of all outside 
authorities) and Emma Goldman (the first influence I've mentioned who is actually 
recognised as an “official” anarchist). It was the latter who actually got me interested in 
“anarchism” as a set of ideas and this was fortunate as her own understanding of this 
ethos combines both very social aspects of anarchism with a fierce determination to 
hold onto the idea that every human being is their own sovereign. For Goldman, people 
can certainly make social plans together — but it is always for the individual to decide if 
they wish to join in with where others want to go (and they should not be punished 


merely for deciding otherwise). 


| mention all these influences, individuals or connected sets of ideas, because | think 
they all lead to a further anarchist quality and value: responsibility. The Cynic 
acknowledges that their life is, First and Foremost, in their own hands. Their stated 
historical value of autarkeia, self-sufficiency, should be enough to establish this. 
Existentialism, meanwhile, might have taking responsibility For oneself, a requirement to 
live in good faith with oneself and the world by being responsible for who one is and 
how one acts and relates, as its primary ethical consequence. Nihilism, on the other hand 


(and at least for me), informs us that no one else is going to save us. There is literally 
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nothing there except what we make: we must take responsibility. This was the 
conclusion, in vastly different ways, of the three individuals | have then named. One 
Formed a sectarian band of itinerants preaching mutual aid and human solidarity while 
another taught “self-overcoming” and, indeed, the overcoming of what humanity itself 
was then thought to be; the third taught human brotherhood in a context of human 
freedom which was a freedom from authoritarian systems political and economic but 
also a freedom of ideas and morals. All doing so, all three of these people all also taught 
their own Forms of taking responsibility. As yet another of my anarchist influences, the 
American woman Voltairine de Cleyre then taught, in one of her Final essays, it is our 
necessity of having to take direct action in the cause of ourselves that is the defining 
mark of “the anarchist”. The anarchist thus believes that, since all authority is 
illegitimate, it is on them, it is their responsibility, to do something about it directly For 


themselves and that this, in the end, is the only really authentic Form of life. 


This ethos has a further consequence. Emma Goldman, at one time regarded, 
hyperbolically, as “the most dangerous woman in the world”, once wrote that anarchism 
Forwards no “cast iron plans” about what to do as a consequence of all this | have been 
saying. IF you have read what | have said with interest you may now be thinking 
something along the lines of, “Well that’s all well and good but what am | supposed to do 
about it? What happens now?” The only anarchist answer to that | can possibly give, 
bearing in mind all that | have said, is that WHAT HAPPENS NEXT IS UP TO YOU! Anarchy, 
you see, as | have been saying all along, is the ethic of self-organisation. Its not the 
theory of how social institutions make sure everything is done for you from birth to 
grave. Its not the idea of “its not my problem”. Its not a theory of political control. 


Anarchism, to be blunt, is the ethic of “Your life, your responsibility.” What else could an 
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ethic of self-organisation, of no authorities to tell you how things are going to be, 
actually be? There are no pre-formatted plans in anarchism — although there are lots of 
anarchists who have written blueprints, or had ideas, you might want to learn from or 
consider. But you need to get the basic point straight: anarchy is self-organisation and 
not a metanarrative or a plan. How you live your life is up to you — radically and as a 


responsibility — a matter of your direct action. 


The anarchists’ inspiration to this cast of thought might be summed up in three slogans 
they often utilise. “No gods, no masters” is a reminder that no one should be in charge, 
in the outside world or in our minds, and that, therefore, we need to take up the reigns 
of our lives and steer a course for which we alone become responsible. Meanwhile, the 
slogan “Become ungovernable” reminds us that the anarchist is one who has chosen to 
live in rebellion For the powers that be are never just going to fade away or give up (such 
thinking, where it sometimes occurs, is utter nonsense). As a consequence, upon 
recognising one’s anarchist consciousness, and so responsibility, one also realises one is 
in a war for human relations and for an ethical human existence. The powers against 
which such people Fight (and which oppress, coerce and exploit everyone regardless of 
political persuasion or ethical outlook) are all too real, all too insidious and all too 


dangerous. It is a Fight with stakes and the stakes are lives. 


“Become ungovernable” then reminds the anarchist that there is no anarchist 
authenticity in playing along in a political, economic and moral system created to use you 
Up as a resource and control you. One must commit to the fight. This leads to the final 
slogan which, unsurprisingly, is “Demand the impossible” — for, being frank and honest, it 


is the impossible that the anarchist seeks, the abolition of all centralised power and 
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authority, an end to powers and relations which are coercive, exploitative and 
controlling. But these things are, by now, irredeemably knitted in with the very warp and 
weft of human lives. They cannot easily be extracted and doing so can now never be a 
painless action. Yet if we as human beings value the things | have talked about in this 


essay, we must disentangle ourselves. 


| am almost at the finish and | hope that what you have read has been clear enough to 
understand even if, thinking about it, you don’t think much of it. What you think of it is 
entirely your business and you must live with the consequences of that. | can only 
recommend it to you as something that has appealed, both socially and egoistically, to 
me. IF you take a different view that’s entirely your business. Before | depart, however, 
I'd like to Finish with a Few quotations from past anarchists For you to think about. | wish 


you all peace. 


Errico Malatesta (An Italian anarcho-communist who, in this quotation, distills the 


essence of anarchy into a pithy statement.) 


“We do not want to emancipate the people; we want the people to emancipate 


themselves.” 


Emma Goldman (A Lithuanian-born but American-based anarchist who was deported 
From that country at the end of 1919. She spent the rest of her life moving From country 
to country, often the target of the authorities. This quotation is of a reported speech 


given in the middle of 1893 to starving workers in New York which lays out the essence 
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of anarchist logic and its analysis of politics and economics. It was also a speech which 


got her arrested and imprisoned for a year for incitement to riot.) 


“Men and women... do you not realize that the State is the worst enemy you have? It is a 
machine that crushes you in order to sustain the ruling class, your masters. Like naive 
children you put your trust in your political leaders. You make it possible for them to 
creep into your confidence, only to have them betray you to the first bidder. But even 
where there is no direct betrayal, the labor politicians make common cause with your 
enemies to keep you in leash, to prevent your direct action. The State is the pillar of 
capitalism, and it is ridiculous to expect any redress From it. Do you not see the stupidity 
of asking relief from Albany with immense wealth within a stone’s throw from here? 
Fifth Avenue is laid in gold, every mansion is a citadel of money and power. Yet there you 
stand, a giant, starved and fettered, shorn of his strength. Cardinal Manning long ago 
proclaimed that ‘necessity knows no law’ and that ‘the starving man has a right to a 
share of his neighbor's bread.’ Cardinal Manning was an ecclesiastic steeped in the 
traditions of the Church, which has always been on the side of the rich against the poor. 
But he had some humanity, and he knew that hunger is a compelling Force. You, too, will 
have to learn that you have a right to share your neighbor's bread. Your neighbors — 
they have not only stolen your bread, but they are sapping your blood. They will go on 
robbing you, your children, and your children’s children, unless you wake up, unless you 
become daring enough to demand your rights. Well, then, demonstrate before the 
palaces of the rich; demand work. IF they do not give you work, demand bread. IF they 


deny you both, take bread. It is your sacred right!” 


1506 


Voltairine de Cleyre (An American anarchist and contemporary of Emma Goldman but 
one who had different antecedents to Emma in anarchist ways. The heart of her 


anarchist appeal is contained in the following compound quotation.) 


“the only desirable condition of society is one in which no one is compelled to accept an 
arrangement to which he has not consented... Ask a method? Do you ask Spring her 
method? Which is more necessary, the sunshine or the rain? They are contradictory—yes; 
they destroy each other—yes, but from this destruction the Flowers result. Each choose 
that method which expresses your selfhood best, and condemn no other man because 


he expresses his Self otherwise.” 


Peter Kropotkin (Kropotkin was a one time Russian prince and soldier who spent some 
time in the east of Russia where he observed nature. Becoming more militant once he 
returned to the city, he found himself imprisoned but escaped. He would end up living in 
Kent in England, starting the newspaper Freedom there with others which still exists 
today. He dedicated himself to research and writing about anarchist methods and aims. 
The following quotation is on a subject of what, for Kropotkin, anarchy really amounts 


to.) 


“In proportion as the human mind Frees itself From ideas inculcated by minorities of 
priests, military chiefs and judges, all striving to establish their domination, and of 
scientists paid to perpetuate it, a conception of society arises in which there is no longer 
room for those dominating minorities. A society entering into possession of the social 
capital accumulated by the labour of preceding generations, organizing itself so as to 


make use of this capital in the interests of all, and constituting itself without 
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reconstituting the power of the ruling minorities. It comprises in its midst an infinite 
variety of capacities, temperaments and individual energies: it excludes none. It even 
calls For struggles and contentions; because we know that periods of contests, so long as 
they were freely fought out without the weight of constituted authority being thrown 
on one side of the balance, were periods when human genius took its mightiest Flights 
and achieved the greatest aims. Acknowledging, as a fact, the equal rights of its 
members to the treasures accumulated in the past, it no longer recognizes a division 
between exploited and exploiters, governed and governors, dominated and dominators, 
and it seeks to establish a certain harmonious compatibility in its midst - not by 
subjecting all its members to an authority that is Fictitiously supposed to represent 
society, not by crying to establish uniformity, but by urging all men to develop free 


initiative, Free action, Free association. 


It seeks the most complete development of individuality combined with the highest 
development of voluntary association in all its aspects, in all possible degrees, For all 
imaginable aims; ever changing, ever modified associations which carry in themselves 
the elements of their durability and constantly assume new forms which answer best to 


the multiple aspirations of all. 


A society to which pre-established forms, crystallized by law, are repugnant; which looks 
for harmony in an ever-changing and Fugitive equilibrium between a multitude of varied 
Forces and influences of every kind, Following their own course, - these forces 
themselves promoting the energies which are favourable to their march towards 
progress, towards the liberty of developing in broad daylight and counterbalancing one 


another.” 
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Renzo Novatore (Renzo Novatore was an Italian individualist anarchist who might have 
seen himself as in opposition to all the other anarchists | have quoted here as well as all 
governments and societies as well. He was an example of what we might call “an 
anarchist of the anarchists”. The following, final, and compound quotation gives a 


Flavour of his poetic, immoral and thoroughly consistent anarchy.) 


“What does it matter if today, yesterday, and tomorrow, morality—this malign and 
dominating Circe—labels, labelled, and will label as ‘sin,’ ‘sacrilege,’ ‘crime,’ and 
‘madness,’ the heroic manifestation of the daring rebel who decided to rise above every 
crystallized social order and every pre-established boundary, who wants to affirm— 
through his own might—the unbridled freedom of his |, in order to sing—through the 
tragic beauty of the deed—the full, anarchist greatness of all his individuality Fully 
liberated from every dogmatic phantom and from every false social and human 
convention created by a most deceptive and repugnant morality before which only Fear 


and ignorance bow/?... 


Let each human being therefore work—if he thinks this way—at the discovery of his own 
|, at the realization of his own dream, at the complete integration and Full development 
of his own individuality. Every human being who has discovered and won himself walks 
on his own path and Follows his free course. But let no one come to me to impose his 
belief, his will, his Faith on me. By denying god, fatherland, authority, and law, | have 
achieved anarchism. By refusing to sacrifice myself on the altar of the people and of 


humanity, | have achieved individualism. Now | am free. 
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The war that | opened against phantoms has ended with my victory. Now the cycle of a 
new war has opened! The war against the brute force of society, of the people, of 
humanity. Against these terrible and colossal monsters that aren’t ashamed to dare to 
act against the unique and the brutal force of their thousand monstrous arms, | 
‘authorize’ myself to defend myself with all the weapons that it is possible for me to 
dare to use: with all those means that | have the power and the ability to make use of. 


nu 
! 


Without scruples! Because | am one who really follows himself 


1510 


(Being the pamphlet 
imagined purchased by 
Dolmance in the fifth 
dialogue of Le Marquis 

de sade’s "Philosophy in 
the Boudoir" ) 


Annotated Edition 


“Yet Another Effort, Frenchmen, IF You Would Become Republicans” is a pamphlet 
introduced in the fifth dialogue of the Marquis de Sade’s book Philosophy in the Boudoir. 
This book is now regarded as one of Sade’s major works and is presented in the context 
of a soiree in the boudoir of one Madame de Saint-Ange to which others are invited, not 
least one Monsieur Dolmancé, who are to engage one Eugénie, a fifteen year old girl, in 
her training along the path of libertinage (which we may imagine as a path of extreme 
sexual liberation from imagined constrictive social and moral ties). This particular 
pamphlet, in this respect, Functions as a tighter political rhetoric in regard to the wider 
book in which it Finds itself placed whilst being complete as a concise political thesis in 
its own right. It thus both reflects the wider thesis of Philosophy in the Boudoir whilst 
making itself politically relevant to the France of 1795 which is when it was First written. 
In the context of this book itself, this pamphlet is read out for the approval or 


disapproval of the book’s characters. (It is, of course, approved.) 


My own interest in this text comes From its joining of sexual, political and philosophical 
interests in one text. It must immediately be admitted, of course, that its contents are 
most relevant to the situation in which it was First produced and with which it attempted 
to interact (revolutionary France after “The Terror” and post Robespierre). Nevertheless, 
| would argue that the philosophy the text expounds, as with its greater literary context 
in the book in which it is Found, bears on more than just local interests. To be blunt: | 
argue that its themes pose questions about life in general which are worthy of thought 
and discussion — particularly in a context of anarchy (which eschews any government, 
republican or monarchical, democratic or tyrannical) which is my own primary political, 
philosophical and even sexual context. Seeing this to be the case, | then choose to take 


these questions up in an attempt to answer them for myself. 
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The Marquis de Sade was a well read man with a vast (and quite possibly diabolical) 
imagination. He spent much of his last Four decades in jail yet, remarkably, given the 
crimes of which he was accused when free and not least in that he was of noble lineage, 
he survived the French Revolution, in fact writing much of what he is now most 
remembered for (including the text below) either during or after its onset in 1789. 
Knowledge of this revolution, and the circumstances which caused it, will help with 
understanding of the text. In particular it is useful to realise that France was, before the 
revolution, a monarchy comprised of three civil estates of nobility, Church and 
commoners. France, at the time of revolution, was under economic pressure and, 
naturally, the privileged did not wish to give up their privilege for the sake of the masses 
below them who struggled for work and bread. The Church itself wanted not just wealth 
but power and exercised this politically and morally. Sade, as a devout atheist, was 
virulently opposed to this. He would also shed his nobility once the revolution began and 
even rose, briefly, to some prominence amongst the revolutionaries themselves. These 
revolutionaries were, as may be expected, quite factional with many interests vying, 
throughout the 1790s, for supremacy in the French state which inevitably led to many 
deaths as each side gained an upper hand and consequently culled its opponents. This, 
among other things, eventually led to the execution of Louis XVI, the French king, and so 
to the creation of a republic, to a lessening of the power of both nobles (who fled) and 
Church, but also to the ever present threat, which we will see Sade rightly noted, that a 
revolution of the general citizenry could be overthrown itself at any moment. We would 


do well to remember this context to the text as we read it for it is very pertinent to it. 


In reproducing the text of the pamphlet, | have chosen to articulate my own comments 


upon it which relate to a subsequent anarchistic interpretation of its ideas, theories and 
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beliefs after views on various statements made in the text. You will Find the statements | 
wish to comment on highlighted in yellow and with a number in parentheses beside 
them thus (1). The number in parentheses will then relate to a point in my commentary 
which comes after the text. | do not intend to discuss every point and argument of the 
pamphlet but only those which make themselves of import to me. Thus, you will note 
that my first item of note, skimming through the text, is several pages in. This is because 
the opening pages basically argue for atheism, something about which | have little to say 
in these times, unlike Sade’s own, when gods are generally regarded like a bad smell. All 
that said, | think it as well to begin. | reproduce the text of Sade’s pamphlet in Full First 


before then adding my commentary and interpretation afterwards. 


YET ANOTHER EFFORT, FRENCHMEN, IF YOU WOULD BECOME REPUBLICANS 


| am about to put forward some major ideas; they will be heard and pondered. IF not all 
of them please, surely a Few will; in some sort, then, | shall have contributed to the 
progress of our age, and shall be content. We near our goal, but haltingly: | confess that | 
am disturbed by the presentiment that we are on the eve of failing once again to arrive 
there. Is it thought that goal will be attained when at last we have been given laws? 
Abandon the notion; for what should we, who have no religion, do with laws? We must 
have a creed, a creed befitting the republican character, something far removed From 
ever being able to resume the worship of Rome. In this age, when we are convinced that 
morals must be the basis of religion, and not religion of morals, we need a body of 
beliefs in keeping with our customs and habits, something that would be their necessary 
consequence, and that could, by lifting up the spirit, maintain it perpetually at the high 


level of this precious liberty, which today the spirit has made its unique idol. 
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Well, | ask, is it thinkable that the doctrine of one of Titus’ slaves, of a clumsy histrionic 
From Judaea, be fitting to a Free and warlike nation that has just regenerated itself? No, 
my fellow countrymen, no; you think nothing of the sort. If, to his misfortune, the 
Frenchman were to entomb himself in the grave of Christianity, then on one side the 
priests’ pride, their tyranny, their despotism, vices forever cropping up in that impure 
horde, on the other side the baseness, the narrowness, the platitudes of dogma and 
mystery of this infamous and Fabulous religion, would, by blunting the fine edge of the 
republican spirit, rapidly put about the Frenchman's neck the yoke which his vitality but 


yesterday shattered. 


Let us not lose sight of the fact this puerile religion was among our tyrants’ best 
weapons: one of its key dogmas was to render unto Caesar that which is Caesar's. 
However, we have dethroned Caesar, we are no longer disposed to render him anything. 
Frenchmen, it would be in vain were you to suppose that your oath-taking clergy today is 
in any essential manner different from yesterday's non-juring clergy: there are inherent 
vices beyond all possibility of correction. Before ten years are out—utilizing the 
Christian religion, its superstitions, its prejudices—your priests, their pledges 
notwithstanding and though despoiled of their riches, are sure to reassert their empire 
over the souls they shall have undermined and captured; they shall restore the 
monarchy, because the power of kings has always reinforced that of the church; and your 


republican edifice, its Foundations eaten away, shall collapse. 


O you who have axes ready to hand, deal the final blow to the tree of superstition; be 
not content to prune its branches: uproot entirely a plant whose effects are so 


contagious. Well understand that your system of liberty and equality too rudely affronts 


1515 


the ministers of Christ's altars For there ever to be one of them who will either adopt it 
in good faith or give over seeking to topple it, if he is able to recover any dominion over 
consciences. What priest, comparing the condition to which he has been reduced with 
the one he formerly enjoyed, will not do his utmost to win back both the confidence and 
the authority he has lost? And how many feeble and pusillanimous creatures will not 
speedily become again the thralls of this cunning shavepate! Why is it imagined that the 
nuisances which existed before cannot be revived to plague us anew? In the Christian 
church's infancy, were priests less ambitious than they are today? You observe how far 
they advanced; to what do you suppose they owed their success if not to the means 
religion Furnished them? Well, if you do not absolutely prohibit this religion, those who 


preach it, having yet the same means, will soon achieve the same ends. 


Then annihilate Forever what may one day destroy your work. Consider that the fruit of 
your labours being reserved for your grandchildren only, duty and probity command that 
you bequeath them none of those seeds of disaster which could mean for your 
descendants a renewal of the chaos whence we have with so much trouble just emerged. 
At the present moment our prejudices are weakening; the people have already abjured 
the Catholic absurdities; they have already suppressed the temples, sent the relics flying, 
and agreed that marriage is a mere civil undertaking; the smashed confessionals serve as 
public meeting places; the former faithful, deserting the apostolic banquet, leave the 
gods of flour dough to the mice. Frenchmen, an end to your waverings: all of Europe, one 
hand halfway raised to the blindfold over her eyes, expects that effort by which you 
must snatch it from her head. Make haste: holy Rome strains every nerve to repress your 
vigour; hurry, lest you give Rome time to secure her grip upon the few proselytes 


remaining to her. Unsparingly and recklessly smite off her proud and trembling head; 
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and before two months the tree of liberty, overshadowing the wreckage of Peter’s Chair, 
will soar victoriously above all the contemptible Christian vestiges and idols raised with 


such effrontery over the ashes of Cato and Brutus. 


Frenchmen, | repeat it to you: Europe awaits her deliverance from sceptre and censer 
alike. Know well that you cannot possibly liberate her From royal tyranny without at the 
same time breaking for her the Fetters of religious superstition: the shackles of the one 
are too intimately linked to those of the other; let one of the two survive, and you 
cannot avoid falling subject to the other you have left intact. It is no longer before the 
knees of either an imaginary being or a vile impostor a republican must prostrate 
himself; his only gods must now be courage and liberty. Rome disappeared immediately 


Christianity was preached there, and France is doomed if she continues to revere it. 


Let the absurd dogmas, the appalling mysteries, the impossible morality of this 
disgusting religion be examined with attention, and it will be seen whether it befits a 
republic. Do you honestly believe | would allow myself to be dominated by the opinion of 
a man | had just seen kneeling before the idiot priest of Jesus? No; certainly not! That 
eternally base Fellow will eternally adhere, by dint of the baseness of his attitudes, to 
the atrocities of the ancien régime, as of the moment he were able to submit to the 
stupidities of a religion as abject as the one we are mad enough to acknowledge, he is no 
longer competent to dictate laws or transmit learning to me; | no longer see him as other 


than aslave to prejudice and superstition. 


To convince ourselves, we have but to cast our eyes upon the handful of individuals who 


remain attached to our fathers’ insensate worship: we will see whether they are not all 
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irreconcilable enemies of the present system, we will see whether it is not amongst their 
numbers that all of that justly condemned caste of royalists and aristocrats is included. 
Let the slave of a crowned brigand grovel, if he pleases, at the feet of a plaster image; 
such an object is ready made for his soul of mud. He who can serve kings must adore 
gods; but we, Frenchmen, but we, my fellow countrymen, we, rather than once more 
crawl beneath such contemptible traces, we would die a thousand times over rather than 
abase ourselves anew! Since we believe a cult necessary, let us imitate the Romans: 
actions, passions, heroes—those were the objects of their respect. Idols of this sort 
elevated the soul, electrified it, and more: they communicated to the spirit the virtues of 
the respected being. Minerva’s devotee coveted wisdom. Courage found its abode in his 
heart who worshipped Mars. Not a single one of that great people’s gods was deprived 
of energy; all of them infused into the spirit of him who venerated them the fire with 
which they were themselves ablaze; and each Roman hoped someday to be himself 
worshipped, each aspired to become as great at least as the deity he took for a model. 
But what, on the contrary, do we find in Christianity’s Futile gods? What, | want to know, 
what does this idiot’s religion offer you? (A careful inspection of this religion will reveal 
to anyone that the impieties with which it is Filled come in part From the Jews’ ferocity 
and innocence, and in part From the indifference and confusion of the Gentiles; instead 
of appropriating what was good in what the ancient peoples had to offer, the Christians 
seem only to have formed their doctrine from a mixture of the vices they found 
everywhere.) Does the grubby Nazarene fraud inspire any great thoughts in you? His 
Foul, nay repellent mother, the shameless Mary—does she excite any virtues? And do you 
discover in the saints who garnish the Christian Elysium, any example of greatness, of 
either heroism or virtue? So alien to lofty conceptions is this miserable belief, that no 


artist can employ its attributes in the monuments he raises; even in Rome itself, most of 
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the embellishments of the papal palaces have their origins in paganism, and as long as 


this world shall continue, paganism alone will arouse the verve of great men. 


Shall we find more motifs of grandeur in pure theism? Will acceptance of a chimera 
infuse into men’s minds the high degree of energy essential to republican virtues, and 
move men to cherish and practice them? Let us imagine nothing of the kind; we have bid 
Farewell to that phantom and, at the present time, atheism is the one doctrine of all 
those prone to reason. As we gradually proceeded to our enlightenment, we came more 
and more to feel that, motion being inherent in matter, the prime mover existed only as 
an illusion, and that all that exists essentially having to be in motion, the motor was 
useless; we sensed that this chimerical divinity, prudently invented by the earliest 
legislators, was, in their hands, simply one more means to enthrall us, and that, reserving 
unto themselves the right to make the phantom speak, they knew very well how to get 
him to say nothing but what would shore up the preposterous laws whereby they 
declared they served us. Lycurgus, Numa, Moses, Jesus Christ, Mohammed, all these 
great rogues, all these great thought-tyrants, knew how to associate the divinities they 
Fabricated with their own boundless ambition; and, certain of captivating the people 
with the sanction of those gods, they were always studious, as everyone knows, either to 
consult them exclusively about, or to make them exclusively respond to, what they 


thought likely to serve their own interests. 


Therefore, today let us equally despise both that empty god impostors have celebrated, 
and all the Farce of religious subtleties surrounding a ridiculous belief: it is no longer 
with this bauble that Free men are to be amused. Let the total extermination of cults and 


denominations therefore enter into the principles we broadcast throughout all Europe. 
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Let us not be content with breaking sceptres; we will pulverize the idols Forever: there is 
never more than a single step from superstition to royalism. (Inspect the history of every 
race: never will you find one of them changing the government it has for a monarchical 
system, save by reason of the brutalization or the superstition that grips them; you will 
see kings always upholding religion, and religion sanctifying kings. One knows the story 
of the steward and the cook: Hand me the pepper; I'll pass you the butter. Wretched 
mortals! are you then destined forever to resemble these two rascals’ master?) Does 
anyone doubt it? Then let him understand once and for all, that in every age one of the 
primary concerns of kings has been to maintain the dominant religion as one of the 
political bases that best sustains the throne. But, since it is shattered, that throne, and 
since it is, happily, shattered for all time, let us have not the slightest qualm about also 


demolishing the thing that supplied its plinth. 


Yes, citizens, religion is incompatible with the libertarian system; you have sensed as 
much. Never will a free man stoop to Christianity’s gods; never will its dogmas, its rites, 
its mysteries, or its morals suit a republican. One more effort; since you labour to 
destroy all the old Foundations, do not permit one of them to survive, for let but one 
endure, ‘tis enough, the rest will be restored. And how much more certain of their revival 
must we not be if the one you tolerate is positively the source and cradle of all the 
others! Let us give over thinking religion can be useful to man; once good laws are 
decreed unto us, we will be able to dispense with religion. But, they assure us, the 
people stand in need of one; it amuses them, they are soothed by it. Fine! Then, if that 
be the case, give us a religion proper to Free men; give us the gods of paganism. We shall 
willingly worship Jupiter, Hercules, Pallas; but we have no use for a dimensionless god 


who nevertheless fills everything with his immensity, an omnipotent god who never 
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achieves what he wills, a supremely good being who creates malcontents only, a Friend 
of order in whose government everything is in turmoil. No, we want no more of a god 
who is at loggerheads with Nature, who is the Father of confusion, who moves man at 
the moment man abandons himself to horrors; such a god makes us quiver with 
indignation, and we consign him forever to the oblivion whence the infamous 
Robespierre wished to call him Forth. (All religions are agreed in exalting the divinity’s 
wisdom and power; but as soon as they expose his conduct, we find nothing but 
imprudence, weakness, and folly. God, they say, created the world for himself, and up 
until the present time his efforts to make it honour him have proven unsuccessful; God 
created us to worship him, and our days are spent mocking him! Unfortunate fellow, that 


God!) 


Frenchmen, in the stead of that unworthy phantom, we will substitute the imposing 
simulacra that rendered Rome mistress of the earth; let us treat every Christian image as 
we have the tokens of monarchy. There where once tyrants sat we have mounted 
emblems of liberty; in like manner we will place effigies of great men on the pedestals 
once occupied by statues of the knaves Christianity adored. (We are only speaking here 


of those great men whose reputation has been For a long while secure.) 


Let us cease to entertain doubts as to the effect of atheism in the country: have not the 
peasants felt the necessity of the annihilation of the Catholic cult, so contradictory to 
the true principles of Freedom? Have they not watched undaunted, and without sorrow 
or pain, their altars and presbyteries battered to bits? Ah! rest assured, they will 
renounce their ridiculous god in the same way. The statues of Mars, of Minerva, and of 


Liberty will be set up in the most conspicuous places in the villages; holidays will be 
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celebrated there every year; the prize will be decreed to the worthiest citizen. At the 
entrance to a secluded wood, Venus, Hymen, and Love, erected beneath a rustic temple, 
will receive lovers’ homages; there, by the hand of the Graces, Beauty will crown 
Constancy. More than mere loving will be required in order to pose one’s candidacy for 
the tiara; it will be necessary to have merited love. Heroism, capabilities, humaneness, 
largeness of spirit, a proven civism— those are the credentials the lover shall be obliged 
to present at his mistress’ feet, and they will be of Far greater value than the titles of 
birth and wealth a fool's pride used to require. Some virtues at least will be born of this 
worship, whereas nothing but crimes come of that other we had the weakness to 
profess. This worship will ally itself to the liberty we serve; it will animate, nourish, 
inflame liberty, whereas theism is in its essence and in its nature the most deadly enemy 


of the liberty we adore. 


Was a drop of blood spilled when the pagan idols were destroyed under the Eastern 
Empire? The revolution, prepared by the stupidity of a people become slaves again, was 
accomplished without the slightest hindrance or outcry. Why do we dread the work of 
philosophy as more painful than that of despotism? It is only the priests who still hold 
the people, whom you hesitate to enlighten, captive at the feet of their imaginary god: 
take the priests from the people, and the veil will Fall away naturally. Be persuaded that 
these people, a good deal wiser than you suppose them, once rid of tyranny’s irons, will 
soon also be rid of superstition’s. You are afraid of the people unrestrained—how 
ridiculous! Ah, believe me, citizens, the man not to be checked by the material sword of 
justice will hardly be halted by the moral fear of hell’s torments, at which he has laughed 
since childhood; in a word, many crimes have been committed as a consequence of your 


theism, but never has it prevented a single one. 
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IF it is true that passions blind, that their effect is to cloud our eyes to dangers that 
surround us, how may we suppose that those dangers which are remote, such as the 
punishments announced by your god, can successfully dispel the cloud not even the 
blade of the law itself, constantly suspended above the passions, is able to penetrate? If 
then it is patently clear that this supplementary check imposed by the idea of a god 
becomes useless, if it is demonstrated that by its other effects it is dangerous, then | 
wish to know, to what use can it be put, and from what motives should we lend our 


support in order to prolong its existence? 


Is someone about to tell me that we are not yet mature enough to consolidate our 
revolution in so brilliant a manner? Ah, my Fellow citizens, the road we took in 1789 has 
been much more difficult than the one still ahead of us, and we have little yet to do to 
conquer the opinion we have been harrying since the time of the overwhelming of the 
Bastille. Let us Firmly believe that a people wise enough and brave enough to drag an 
impudent monarch from the heights of grandeur to the foot of the scaffold, a people 
that, in these last Few years, has been able to vanquish so many prejudices and sweep 
away so many ridiculous impediments, will be sufficiently wise and brave to terminate 
the affair and in the interests of the republic’s well-being, abolish a mere phantom after 


having successfully beheaded a real king. 


Frenchmen, only strike the initial blows; your State education will then see to the rest. 
Get promptly to the task of training the youth, it must be amongst your most important 
concerns; above all, build their education upon a sound ethical basis, the ethical basis 
that was so neglected in your religious education. Rather than fatigue your children’s 


young organs with deific stupidities, replace them with excellent social principles; 
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instead of teaching them futile prayers which, by the time they are sixteen, they will 
glory in having forgotten, let them be instructed in their duties toward society; train 
them to cherish the virtues you scarcely ever mentioned in former times and which, 
without your religious fables, are sufficient For their individual happiness; make them 
sense that this happiness consists in rendering others as Fortunate as we desire to be 
ourselves. IF you repose these truths upon Christian chimeras, as you so Foolishly used to 
do, scarcely will your pupils have detected the absurd Futility of its Foundations than 
they will overthrow the entire edifice, and they will become bandits for the simple 


reason they believe the religion they have toppled Forbids them to be bandits. 


On the other hand, if you make them sense the necessity of virtue, uniquely because 
their happiness depends upon it, egoism will turn them into honest people, and this law 
which dictates their behavior to men will always be the surest, the soundest of all. Let 
there then be the most scrupulous care taken to avoid mixing religious Fantasies into this 
State education. Never lose sight of the fact it is Free men we wish to form, not the 
wretched worshippers of a god. Let a simple philosopher introduce these new pupils to 
the inscrutable but wonderful sublimities of Nature; let him prove to them that 
awareness of a god, often highly dangerous to men, never contributed to their 
happiness, and that they will not be happier for acknowledging as a cause of what they 
do not understand, something they well understand even less; that it is far less essential 
to inquire into the workings of Nature than to enjoy her and obey her laws; that these 
laws are as wise as they are simple; that they are written in the hearts of all men; and 
that it is but necessary to interrogate that heart to discern its impulse. IF they wish 
absolutely that you speak to them of a creator, answer that things always having been 


what now they are, never having had a beginning and never going to have an end, it thus 
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becomes as useless as impossible for man to be able to trace things back to an imaginary 
origin which would explain nothing and do not a jot of good. Tell them that men are 
incapable of obtaining true notions of a being who does not make his influence Felt on 


one of our senses. 


All our ideas are representations of objects that strike us: what is to represent to us the 
idea of a god, who is plainly an idea without object? Is not such an idea, you will add 
when talking to them, quite as impossible as effects without causes? Is an idea without 
prototype anything other than an hallucination? Some scholars, you will continue, assure 
us that the idea of a god is innate, and that mortals already have this idea when in their 
mothers’ bellies. But, you will remark, that is False; every principle is a judgment, every 
judgment the outcome of experience, and experience is only acquired by the exercise of 
the senses; whence it Follows that religious principles bear upon nothing whatever and 
are not in the slightest innate. How, you will go on, how have they been able to convince 
rational beings that the thing most difficult to understand is the most vital to them? It is 
that mankind has been terrorized; it is that when one is afraid one ceases to reason; it is, 
above all, that we have been advised to mistrust reason and defy it; and that, when the 
brain is disturbed, one believes anything and examines nothing. Ignorance and fear, you 


will repeat to them, ignorance and fear—those are the twin bases of every religion. 


Man's uncertainty with respect to his god is, precisely, the cause for his attachment to 
his religion. Man's Fear in dark places is as much physical as moral; fear becomes habitual 
in him, and is changed into need: he would believe he were lacking something even were 
he to have nothing more to hope for or dread. Next, return to the utilitarian value of 


morals: apropos of this vast subject, give them many more examples than lessons, many 
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more demonstrations than books, and you will make good citizens of them: you will turn 
them into fine warriors, fine Fathers, fine husbands: you will Fashion men that much 
more devoted to their country’s liberty, whose minds will be forever immune to servility, 
Forever hostile to servitude, whose genius will never be troubled by any religious terror. 
And then true patriotism will shine in every spirit, and will reign there in all its Force and 
purity, because it will become the sovereign sentiment there, and no alien notion will 
dilute or cool its energy; then your second generation will be sure, reliable, and your own 
work, consolidated by it, will go on to become the law of the universe. But if, through 
Fear or Faintheartedness, these counsels are ignored, if the Foundations of the edifice we 
thought we destroyed are left intact, what then will happen? They will rebuild upon 
these Foundations, and will set thereupon the same colossi, with this difference, and it 
will be a cruel one: the new structures will be cemented with such strength that neither 


your generation nor ensuing ones will avail against them. 


Let there be no doubt of it: religions are the cradles of despotism: the foremost 
amongst all the despots was a priest: the First king and the first emperor of Rome, Numa 
and Augustus, associated themselves, the one and the other, with the sacerdotal; 
Constantine and Clovis were rather abbots than sovereigns; Heliogabalus was priest of 
the sun. At all times, in every century, every age, there has been such a connection 
between despotism and religion that it is infinitely apparent and demonstrated a 
thousand times over, that in destroying one, the other must be undermined, for the 
simple reason that the first will always put the law into the service of the second. | do 
not, however, propose either massacres or expulsions. Such dreadful things have no 
place in the enlightened mind. No, do not assassinate at all, do not expel at all; these are 


royal atrocities, or the brigands’ who imitate kings; it is not at all by acting as they that 
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you will force men to look with horror upon them who practiced those crimes. Let us 
reserve the employment of force for the idols; ridicule alone will suffice for those who 
serve them: Julian’s sarcasm wrought greater damage to Christianity than all Nero’s 
tortures. Yes, we shall destroy for all time any notion of a god, and make soldiers of his 
priests; a Few of them are already; let them keep to this trade, soldiering, so worthy of a 
republican; but let them give us no more of their chimerical being nor of his nonsense- 


Filled religion, the single object of our scorn. 


Let us condemn the first of those blessed charlatans who comes to us to say a Few more 
words either of god or of religion, let us condemn him to be jeered at, ridiculed, covered 
with filth in all the public squares and marketplaces in France’s largest cities: 
imprisonment For life will be the reward of whosoever Falls a second time into the same 
error. Let the most insulting blasphemy, the most atheistic works next be fully and 
openly authorized, in order to complete the extirpation From the human heart and 
memory of those appalling pastimes of our childhood; let there be put in circulation the 
writings most capable of Finally illuminating the Europeans upon a matter so important, 
and let a considerable prize, to be bestowed by the Nation, be awarded to him who, 
having said and demonstrated everything upon this score, will leave to his countrymen 
no more than a scythe to mow the land clean of all those phantoms, and a steady heart 
to hate them. In six months, the whole will be done; your infamous god will be as naught, 
and all that without ceasing to be just, jealous of the esteem of others without ceasing 
to be honest men; For it will have been sensed that the real friend of his country must in 
no way be led about by chimeras, as is the slave of kings; that it is not, in a word, either 
the Frivolous hope of a better world nor Fear of the greatest ills Nature sends us that 


must lead a republican, whose only guide is virtue and whose one restraint is conscience. 
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MANNERS 


After having made it clear that theism is in no wise suitable to a republican government, 
it seems to me necessary to prove that French manners are equally unsuitable to it. This 
article is the more crucial, For the laws to be promulgated will issue from manners, and 
will mirror them. (1) 


Frenchmen, you are too intelligent to Fail to sense that new government will require new 
manners. That the citizens of a free State conduct themselves like a despotic king's 
slaves is unthinkable: the differences of their interests, of their duties, of their relations 
amongst one another essentially determine an entirely different manner of behaving in 
the world; a crowd of minor faults and of little social indelicacies, thought of as very 
Fundamental indeed under the rule of kings whose expectations rose in keeping with the 
need they Felt to impose curbs in order to appear respectable and unapproachable to 
their subjects, are due to become as nothing with us; other crimes with which we are 
acquainted under the names of regicide and sacrilege, in a system where kings and 
religion will be unknown, in the same way must be annihilated in a republican State. In 
according Freedom of conscience and of the press, consider, citizens—for it is practically 
the same thing—whether freedom of action must not be granted too: excepting direct 
clashes with the underlying principles of government, there remain to you it is 
impossible to say how many fewer crimes to punish, because in Fact there are very few 
criminal actions in a society whose foundations are liberty and equality. (2) Matters well 
weighed and things closely inspected, only that is really criminal which rejects the law; 
For Nature, equally dictating vices and virtues to us, in reason of our constitution, yet 


more philosophically, in reason of the need Nature has of the one and the other, what 
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she inspires in us would become a very reliable gauge by which to adjust exactly what is 
good and bad. But, the better to develop my thoughts upon so important a question, we 
will classify the different acts in man’s life that until the present it has pleased us to call 


criminal, and we will next square them to the true obligations of a republican. 


In every age, the duties of man have been considered under the following three 


categories: 


1. Those his conscience and his credulity impose upon him, with what regards a supreme 


being; 


2. Those he is obliged to Fulfill toward his brethren; 


3. Finally, those that relate only to himself. 


The certainty in which we must be that no god meddles in our affairs and that, as 
necessary creatures of Nature, like plants and animals, we are here because it would be 
impossible for us not to be—, this unshakable certainty, it is clear enough, at one stroke 
erases the first group of duties, those, | wish to say, toward the divinity to which we 
erroneously believe ourselves beholden; and with them vanish all religious crimes, all 
those comprehended under the indefinite names of impiety, sacrilege, blasphemy, 
atheism, etc., all those, in brief, which Athens so unjustly punished in Alcibiades, and 
France in the unfortunate Labarre. IF there is anything extravagant in this world it is to 
see men, in whom only shallowness of mind and poverty of ideas give rise to a notion of 


god and to what this god expects of them, nevertheless wish to determine what pleases 


1529 


and what angers their imagination’s ridiculous phantom. It would hence not be merely to 
tolerate indifferently each of the cults that | should like to see us limit ourselves; | should 
like there to be perfect freedom to deride them all; | should like men, gathered in no 
matter what temple to invoke the eternal who wears their image, to be seen as so many 


comics in a theatre, at whose antics everyone may go to laugh. 


Regarded in any other light, religions become serious, and then important once again; 
they will soon stir up and patronize opinions, and no sooner will people Fall to disputing 
over religions than some will be beaten into Favouring religions. (Each nation declares its 
religion the best of all and relies, to persuade one of it, upon an endless number of 
proofs not only in disagreement with one another, but nearly all contradictory. In our 
profound ignorance, what is the one which may please god, supposing now that there is 
a god? We should, if we are wise, either protect them all and equally, or proscribe them 
all in the same way; well, to proscribe them is certainly the surer, since we have the 
moral assurance that all are mummeries, no one of which can be more pleasing than 
another to a god who does not exist.) Equality once wrecked by the preference or 
protection tendered one of them, the government will soon disappear, and out of the 
reconstituted theocracy the aristocracy will be reborn in a trice. | cannot repeat it to you 
too often: no more gods, Frenchmen, no more gods, lest under their fatal influence you 
wish to be plunged back into all the horrors of despotism; but it is only by jeering that 
you will destroy them; all the dangers they bring in their wake will instantly be revived 
en masse if you pamper or ascribe any consequence to them. Carried away by anger, you 
overthrow their idols? Not for a minute; have a bit of sport with them, and they will 


crumble to bits; once withered, the opinion will collapse of its own accord. 
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| trust | have said enough to make plain that no laws ought to be decreed against 
religious crimes, For that which offends an illusion offends nothing, and it would be the 
height of inconsistency to punish those who outrage or who despise a creed or a cult 
whose priority to all others is established by no evidence whatsoever. No, that would 
necessarily be to exhibit a partiality and, consequently, to influence the scales of 


equality, that foremost law of your new government. 


We move on to the second class of man’s duties, those which bind him to his Fellows; this 


is of all the classes the most extensive. 


Excessively vague upon man’s relations with his brothers, Christian morals propose bases 
so Filled with sophistries that we are completely unable to accept them, since, if one is 
pleased to erect principles, one ought scrupulously to guard against founding them 
upon sophistries. This absurd morality tells us to love our neighbour as ourselves. 


Assuredly, nothing would be more sublime were it ever possible for what is False to be 


beautiful. The point is not at all to love one’s brethren as oneself, since that is in defiance 
of all the laws of Nature, and since hers is the sole voice which must direct all the actions 
in our life; it is only a question of loving others as brothers, as Friends given us by Nature, 


(3) and with whom we should be able to live much better in a republican State, wherein 


the disappearance of distances must necessarily tighten the bonds. 


May humanity, Fraternity, benevolence prescribe our reciprocal obligations, and let us 
individually Fulfill them with the simple degree of energy Nature has given us to this end; 
let us do so without blaming, and above all without punishing, those who, of chillier 


temper or more acrimonious humour, do not notice in these yet very touching social ties 
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all the sweetness and gentleness others discover therein; for, it will be agreed, to seek 
to impose universal laws would be a palpable absurdity: such a proceeding would be as 
ridiculous as that of the general who would have all his soldiers dressed in a uniform of 
the same size; it is a terrible injustice to require that men of unlike character all be ruled 
by the same law: what is good for one is not at all good For another. (3) 


That we cannot devise as many laws as there are men must be admitted; but the laws 
can be lenient, and so few in number, that all men, of whatever character, can easily 
observe them. Furthermore, | would demand that this small number of laws be of such a 
sort as to be adaptable to all the various characters; they who formulate the code should 
Follow the principle of applying more or less, according to the person in question. It has 
been pointed out that there are certain virtues whose practice is impossible For certain 
men, just as there are certain remedies which do not agree with certain constitutions. 
Now, would it not be to carry your injustice beyond all limits were you to send the law to 
strike the man incapable of bowing to the law? Would your iniquity be any less here than 


in a case where you sought to force the blind to distinguish amongst colours? 


From these first principles there follows, one Feels, the necessity to make flexible, mild 
laws and especially to get rid forever of the atrocity of capital punishment, because the 
law which attempts a man’s life is impractical, unjust, inadmissible. Not, and it will be 
clarified in the sequel, that we lack an infinite number of cases where, without offence 
to Nature (and this | shall demonstrate), men have freely taken one another's lives, 
simply exercising a prerogative received from their common mother; but it is impossible 
For the law to obtain the same privileges, since the law, cold and impersonal, is a total 


stranger to the passions which are able to justify in man the cruel act of murder. Man 
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receives his impressions from Nature, who is able to Forgive him this act; the law, on the 
contrary, always opposed as it is to Nature and receiving nothing from her, cannot be 
authorized to permit itself the same extravagances: not having the same motives, the 
law cannot have the same rights. Those are wise and delicate distinctions which escape 
many people, because very Few of them reflect; but they will be grasped and retained by 
the instructed to whom | recommend them, and will, | hope, exert some influence upon 


the new code being readied For us. 


The second reason why the death penalty must be done away with is that it has never 
repressed crime; for crime is every day committed at the foot of the scaffold. This 
punishment is to be got rid of, in a word, because it would be difficult to conceive of a 
poorer calculation than this, by which a man is put to death for having killed another: 
under the present arrangement the obvious result is not one man the less but, of a 
sudden, two; such arithmetic is in use only amongst headsmen and fools. However all 
that may be, the injuries we can work against our brothers may be reduced to four types: 
calumny; theft, the crimes which, caused by impurity, may in a disagreeable sense affect 


others; and murder. 


All these were acts considered of the highest importance under the monarchy; but are 
they quite so serious in a republican State? That is what we are going to analyse with the 
aid of philosophy’s torch, For by its light alone may such an inquiry be undertaken. Let no 
one tax me with being a dangerous innovator; let no one say that by my writings | seek to 
blunt the remorse in evildoers’ hearts, that my humane ethics are wicked because they 
augment those same evildoers’ penchant for crime. | wish formally to certify here and 


now, that | have none of these perverse intentions; | set forth the ideas which, since the 
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age when | first began to reason, have identified themselves in me, and to whose 
expression and realization the infamous despotism of tyrants has been opposed for 
uncounted centuries. So much the worse for those susceptible to corruption by any idea; 
so much the worse for them who fasten upon naught but the harmful in philosophic 
opinions, who are likely to be corrupted by everything. Who knows? They may have been 
poisoned by reading Seneca and Charron. It is not to them | speak; | address myself only 


to people capable of hearing me out, and they will read me without any danger. 


It is with utmost candour | confess that | have never considered calumny an evil, and 
especially in a government like our own, under which all of us, bound closer together, 
nearer one to the other, obviously have a greater interest in becoming acquainted with 
one another. Either one or the other: calumny attaches to a truly evil man, or it Falls upon 
a virtuous creature. It will be agreed that, in the first case, it makes little difference if 
one imputes a little more evil to a man known for having done a great deal of it; perhaps 
indeed the evil which does not exist will bring to light evil which does, and there you 


have him, the malefactor, more fully exposed than ever before. 


We will suppose now that an unwholesome influence reigns over Hannover, but that in 
repairing to that city where the air is insalubrious, | risk little worse than a bout of fever; 
may | reproach the man who, to prevent me from going to Hannover, tells me that one 
perishes upon arriving there? No, surely not; for, by using a great evil to frighten me, he 


spared me a lesser one. 


IF, on the contrary, a virtuous man is calumniated, let him not be alarmed; he need but 


exhibit himself, and all the calumniator’s venom will soon be turned back upon the latter. 
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For such a person, calumny is merely a test of purity whence his virtue emerges more 
resplendent than ever. As a matter of fact, his individual ordeal may profit the cause of 
virtue in the republic, and add to its sum; for this virtuous and sensitive man, stung by 
the injustice done him, will apply himself to the cultivation of still greater virtue; he will 
want to overcome this calumny from which he thought himself sheltered, and his 
splendid actions will acquire a correspondingly greater degree of energy. Thus, in the 
First instance, the calumniator produces quite Favourable results by inflating the vices of 
the dangerous object of his attacks; in the second, the results achieved are excellent, For 


virtue is obliged to offer itself to us entire. 


Well now, | am at a loss to know for what reason the calumniator deserves your Fear, 
especially under a regime where it is essential to identify the wicked, and to augment 
the energy of the good. Let us hence very carefully avoid any declarations prejudicial to 
calumny; we will consider it both a lantern and a stimulant, and in either case something 
highly useful. The legislator, all of whose ideas must be as large as the work he 
undertakes is great, must never be concerned with the effect of that crime which strikes 
only the individual. It is the general, overall effect he must study; and when in this 
manner he observes the effects calumny produces, | defy him to find anything 
punishable in it. | defy him to find any shadow or hint of justice in the law that would 
punish it; our legislator becomes the man of greatest justice and integrity if, on the 


contrary, he encourages and rewards it. 


Theft is the second of the moral offences whose examination we proposed. IF we glance 
at the history of ancient times, we will see theft permitted, nay, recompensed in all the 


Greek republics; Sparta and Lacedaemon openly favoured it; several other peoples 
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regarded it as a virtue in a warrior; it is certain that stealing nourishes courage, strength, 
skill, tact, in a word, all the virtues useful to a republican system and consequently to our 
own. Lay partiality aside, and answer me: is theft, whose effect is to distribute wealth 
difficult the conservation of property. (4) There was once a people who punished not the 


thief but him who allowed himself to be robbed, in order to teach him to care for his 


property. This brings us to reflections of a broader scope. 


God forbid that | should here wish to assail the pledge to respect property the Nation 
has just given; but will | be permitted some remarks upon the injustice of this pledge? 
What is the spirit of the vow taken by all a nation’s individuals? Is it not to maintain a 
perfect equality amongst citizens, to subject them all equally to the law protecting the 
possessions of all? Well, | ask you now whether that law is truly just which orders the 
man who has nothing to respect another who has everything? What are the elements of 
the social contract? Does it not consist in one’s yielding a little of his Freedom and of his 


wealth in order to assure and sustain the preservation of each? 


Upon those Foundations all the laws repose; they justify the punishments inflicted upon 
him who abuses his liberty; in the same way, they authorize the imposition of conditions; 
these latter prevent a citizen from protesting when these things are demanded of him, 
because he knows that by means of what he gives, the rest of what he has is 
safeguarded for him; but, once again, by what right will he who has nothing be 
enchained by an agreement which protects only him who has everything? If, by your 


pledge, you perform an act of equity in protecting the property of the rich, do you not 
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commit one of unfairness in requiring this pledge of the owner who owns nothing? What 
advantage does the latter derive from your pledge? and how can you expect him to 
swear to something exclusively beneficial to someone who, through his wealth, differs 
so greatly from him? Certainly, nothing is more unjust: an oath must have an equal effect 
upon all the individuals who pronounce it; that it bind him who has no interest in its 
maintenance is impossible, because it would no longer be a pact amongst free men; it 
would be the weapon of the strong against the weak, against whom the latter would 
have to be in incessant revolt. (4) Well, such, exactly, is the situation created by the 


pledge to respect property the Nation has just required all the citizens to subscribe to 
under oath; by it only the rich enchain the poor, the rich alone benefit from a bargain 
into which the poor man enters so thoughtlessly, Failing to see that through this oath 
wrung from his good Faith, he engages himself to do a thing that cannot be done with 


respect to himself. 


Thus convinced, as you must be, of this barbarous inequality, do not proceed to worsen 
your injustice by punishing the man who has nothing For having dared to Filch something 
From the man who has everything: your inequitable pledge gives him a greater right to it 
than ever. In driving him to perjury by Forcing him to make a promise which, for him, is 
absurd, you justify all the crimes to which this perjury will impel him; it is not for you to 
punish something For which you have been the cause. | have no need to say more to 
make you sense the terrible cruelty of chastising thieves. Imitate the wise law of the 
people | spoke of just a moment ago; punish the man neglectful enough to let himself be 
robbed; but proclaim no kind of penalty against robbery. Consider whether your pledge 


does not authorize the act, and whether he who commits it does any more than put 
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himself in harmony with the most sacred of Nature’s movements, that of preserving 


one’s own existence at no matter whose expense. 


The transgressions we are considering in this second class of man’s duties toward his 
Fellows include actions for whose undertaking libertinage may be the cause; among 
those which are pointed to as particularly incompatible with approved behaviour are 
prostitution, incest, rape, and sodomy. We surely must not for one moment doubt that 
all those known as moral crimes, that is to say, all acts of the sort to which those we have 
just cited belong, are of total inconsequence under a government whose sole duty 
consists in preserving, by whatever may be the means, the form essential to its 
continuance: there you have a republican government's unique morality. Well, the 
republic being permanently menaced from the outside by the despots surrounding it, 
the means to its preservation cannot be imagined as moral means, for the republic will 
preserve itself only by war, and nothing is less moral than war. | ask how one will be able 
to demonstrate that in a state rendered immoral by its obligations, it is essential that the 
individual be moral? (5) | will go further: it is a very good thing he is not. The Greek 


lawgivers perfectly appreciated the capital necessity of corrupting the member-citizens 
in order that, their moral dissolution coming into conflict with the establishment and its 
values, there would result the insurrection that is always indispensable to a political 
system of perfect happiness which, like republican government, must necessarily excite 
the hatred and envy of all its foreign neighbours. Insurrection, thought these sage 
legislators, is not at all a moral condition; however, it has got to be a republic’s 
permanent condition. Hence it would be no less absurd than dangerous to require that 
those who are to insure the perpetual immoral subversion of the established order 


themselves be moral beings: For the state of amoral man is one of tranquillity and peace, 
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the state of an immoral man is one of perpetual unrest that pushes him to, and identifies 
him with, the necessary insurrection in which the republican must always keep the 


government of which he is a member. 


We may now enter into detail and begin by analysing modesty, that Faint-hearted 
negative impulse of contradiction to impure affections. Were it among Nature’s 
intentions that man be modest, assuredly she would not have caused him to be born 
naked; unnumbered peoples, less degraded by civilization than we, go about naked and 
Feel no shame on that account; there can be no doubt that the custom of dressing has 
had its single origin in harshness of climate and the coquetry of women who would 
rather provoke desire and secure to themselves its effects than have it caused and 
satisfied independently of themselves. They further reckoned that Nature having 
created them not without blemishes, they would be far better assured of all the means 
needed to please by concealing these flaws behind adornments; thus modesty, far from 
being a virtue, was merely one of corruption’s earliest consequences, one of the first 


devices of Female guile. 


Lycurgus and Solon, fully convinced that immodesty’s results are to keep the citizen in 
the immoral state indispensable to the mechanics of republican government, obliged 
girls to exhibit themselves naked at the theatre. (It has been said the intention of these 
legislators was, by dulling the passion men experienced for a naked girl, to render more 
active the one men sometimes experience for their own sex. These sages caused to be 
shown that for which they wanted there to be disgust, and to be hidden what they 
thought inclined to inspire sweeter desires; in either case, did they not strive after the 


objective we have just mentioned? One sees that they sensed the need of immorality in 
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republican manners.) Rome imitated the example: at the games of Flora they danced 
naked; the greater part of pagan mysteries were celebrated thus; among some peoples, 
nudity even passed for a virtue. In any event, immodesty is born of lewd inclinations; 
what comes of these inclinations comprises the alleged criminality we are discussing, of 


which prostitution is the Foremost effect. 


Now that we have got back upon our Feet and broken with the host of prejudices that 
held us captive; now that, brought closer to Nature by the quantity of prejudices we 
have recently obliterated, we listen only to Nature’s voice, we are Fully convinced that if 
anything were criminal, it would be to resist the penchants she inspires in us, rather than 
to come to grips with them. We are persuaded that lust, being a product of those 
penchants, is not to be stifled or legislated against, but that it is, rather, a matter of 
arranging For the means whereby passion may be satisfied in peace. We must hence 
undertake to introduce order into this sphere of affairs, and to establish all the security 
necessary so that, when need sends the citizen near the objects of lust, he can give 
himself over to doing with them all that his passions demand, without ever being 
hampered by anything, for there is no moment in the life of man when liberty in its 
whole amplitude is so important to him. Various stations, cheerful, sanitary, spacious, 
properly furnished and in every respect safe, will be erected in divers points in each city; 
in them, all sexes, all ages, all creatures possible will be offered to the caprices of the 
libertines who shall come to divert themselves, and the most absolute subordination will 
be the rule of the individuals participating; the slightest refusal or recalcitrance will be 
instantly and arbitrarily punished by the injured party. | must explain this last more Fully, 
and weigh it against republican manners; | promised | would employ the same logic From 


beginning to end, and | shall keep my word. 
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Although, as | told you just a moment ago, no passion has a greater need of the widest 
horizon of liberty than has this, none, doubtless, is as despotic; here it is that man likes 
to command, to be obeyed, to surround himself with slaves compelled to satisfy him; 
well, whenever you withhold from man the secret means whereby he exhales the dose 
of despotism Nature instilled in the depths of his heart, he will seek other outlets for it, 
it will be vented upon nearby objects; it will trouble the government. (6) IF you would 
avoid that danger, permit a Free Flight and rein to those tyrannical desires which, despite 
himself, torment man ceaselessly: content with having been able to exercise his small 
dominion in the middle of the harem of sultanas and youths whose submission your 
good offices and his money procure for him, he will go away appeased and with nothing 
but fond feelings For a government which so obligingly affords him every means of 
satisfying his concupiscence; proceed, on the other hand, after a different Fashion, 
between the citizen and those objects of public lust raise the ridiculous obstacles in 
olden times invented by ministerial tyranny and by the lubricity of our Sardanapaluses (It 
is well known that the infamous and criminal Sartine devised, in the interests of the 
king's lewdness, the plan of having Dubarry read to Louis XV, thrice each week, the 
private details, enriched by Sartine, of all that transpired in the evil corners of Paris. This 
department of the French Nero’s libertinage cost the State three millions.) —, do that, 
and the citizen, soon embittered against your regime, soon jealous of the despotism he 
sees you exercise all by yourself, will shake off the yoke you lay upon him, and, weary of 


your manner of ruling, will, as he has just done, substitute another For it. 


But observe how the Greek legislators, thoroughly imbued with these ideas, treated 
debauchery at Lacedaemon, at Athens: rather than prohibiting, they sotted the citizen 


on it; no species of lechery was forbidden him; and Socrates, whom the oracle described 
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as the wisest philosopher of the land, passing indifferently From Aspasia’s arms into 
those of Alcibiades, was not on that account less the glory of Greece. | am going to 
advance somewhat further, and however contrary are my ideas to our present customs, 
as my object is to prove that we must make all haste to alter those customs if we wish to 
preserve the government we have adopted, | am going to try to convince you that the 
prostitution of women who bear the name of honest is no more dangerous than the 
prostitution of men, and that not only must we associate women with the lecheries 
practiced in the houses | have set up, but we must even build some for them, where their 
whims and the requirements of their temper, ardent like ours but in a quite different 


way, may too find satisfaction with every sex. 


First of all, what right have you to assert that women ought to be exempted from the 
blind submission to men’s caprices Nature dictates? And, secondly, by what other right 
do you defend their subjugation to a continence impossible to their physical structure 


and of perfect uselessness to their honour? 


| will treat each of these questions separately. 


Self-interest, egoism, and love degraded these primitive attitudes, at once so simple and 
so natural; one thought oneself enriched by taking a woman to wife, and with her the 


goods of her Family: there we find satisfied the First two Feelings | have just indicated; 


1542 


still more often, this woman was taken by force, and thereby one became attached to 


her—there we find the other of the motives in action, and in every case, injustice. 


Similarly, a woman existing in the purity of Nature’s laws cannot allege, as justification 
For refusing herself to someone who desires her, the love she bears another, because 


such a response is based upon exclusion, and no man may be excluded from the having 


of a woman as of the moment it is clear she definitely belongs to all men. 


IF then it becomes incontestable that we have received from Nature the right 
indiscriminately to express our wishes to all women, it likewise becomes incontestable 
that we have the right to compel their submission, not exclusively, for | should then be 
contradicting myself, but temporarily. (Let it not be said that | contradict myself here, 
and that after having established, at some point Further above, that we have no right to 
bind a woman to ourselves, | destroy those principles when | declare now we have the 
right to constrain her; | repeat, it is a question of enjoyment only, not of property: | have 
no right of possession upon that fountain | Find by the road, but | have certain rights to 


its use; | have the right to avail myself of the limpid water it offers my thirst; similarly, | 
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have no real right of possession over such-and-such a woman, but | have incontestable 
rights to the enjoyment of her; | have the right to Force From her this enjoyment, if she 
refuses me it for whatever the cause may be.) It cannot be denied that we have the right 
to decree laws that compel woman to yield to the flames of him who would have her; 
violence itself being one of that right’s effects, we can employ it lawfully. Indeed! - has 
Nature not proven that we have that right, by bestowing upon us the strength needed to 
bend women to our will? It is in vain women seek to bring to their defence either 
modesty or their attachment to other men; these illusory grounds are worthless; earlier, 
we saw how contemptible and facetious is the sentiment of modesty. Love, which may 
be termed the soul’s madness, is no more a title by which their constancy may be 
justified: love, satisfying two persons only, the beloved and the loving, cannot serve the 
happiness of others, and it is for the sake of the happiness of everyone, and not For an 
egotistical and privileged happiness, that women have been given to us. All men 
therefore have an equal right of enjoyment of all women; therefore, there is no man 
who, in keeping with natural law, may lay claim to a unique and personal right over a 


woman. (7) The law which will oblige them to prostitute themselves, as often and in any 
manner we wish, in the houses of debauchery we referred to a moment ago, and which 
will coerce them if they balk, punish them if they shirk or dawdle, is thus one of the most 


equitable of laws, against which there can be no sane or rightful complaint. 


A man who would like to enjoy whatever woman or girl will henceforth be able, if the 
laws you promulgate are just, to have her summoned at once to duty at one of the 
houses; and there, under the supervision of the matrons of that temple of Venus, she 
will be surrendered to him, to satisfy, humbly and with submission, all the Fancies in 


which he will be pleased to indulge with her, however strange or irregular they may be, 
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since there is no extravagance which is not in Nature, none which she does not 
acknowledge as her own. (8) There remains but to fix the woman’s age; now, | maintain it 
cannot be fixed without restricting the Freedom of a man who desires a girl of any given 


age. 


He who has the right to eat the Fruit of a tree may assuredly pluck it ripe or green, 
according to the inspiration of his taste. But, it will be objected, there is an age when the 
man’s proceedings would be decidedly harmful to the girl’s well-being. This 
consideration is utterly without value; once you concede me the proprietary right of 
enjoyment, that right is independent of the effects enjoyment produces; from this 
moment on, it becomes one, whether this enjoyment be beneficial or damaging to the 
object which must submit itself to me. Have | not already proven that it is legitimate to 
Force the woman’s will in this connection and that, immediately she excites the desire to 
enjoy, she has got to expose herself to this enjoyment, putting all egotistical sentiments 
quite aside? The issue of her well-being, | repeat, is irrelevant. As soon as concern For this 
consideration threatens to detract from or enfeeble the enjoyment of him who desires 
her, and who has the right to appropriate her, this consideration for age ceases to exist; 
For what the object may experience, condemned by Nature and by the law to slake 
momentarily the other's thirst, is nothing to the point; in this study, we are only 


interested in what agrees with him who desires. But we will redress the balance. 


Yes, we will redress it; doubtless we ought to. These women we have just so cruelly 
enslaved—there is no denying we must recompense them, and | come now to the second 
question | proposed to answer. IF we admit, as we have just done, that all women ought 


to be subjugated to our desires, we may certainly allow then ample satisfaction of theirs. 
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Our laws must be Favourable to their Fiery temperament. It is absurd to locate both their 
honour and their virtue in the anti-natural strength they employ to resist the penchants 
with which they have been far more profusely endowed than we; this injustice of 
manners is rendered more flagrant still since we contrive at once to weaken them by 
seduction, and then to punish them for yielding to all the efforts we have made to 
provoke their Fall. All the absurdity of our manners, it seems to me, is graven in this 
shocking paradox, and this brief outline alone ought to awaken us to the urgency of 
exchanging them for manners more pure. | say then that women, having been endowed 
with considerably more violent penchants for carnal pleasure than we, will be able to 
give themselves over to it wholeheartedly, absolutely Free of all encumbering hymeneal 


ties, of all False notions of modesty, absolutely restored to a state of Nature; | want laws 


What, | demand to know, what dangers are there in this license? Children who will lack 
Fathers? Ha! what can that matter in a republic where every individual must have no 
other dam than the nation, where everyone born is the motherland’s child. And how 
much more they will cherish her, they who, never having known any but her, will 
comprehend from birth that it is from her alone all must be expected. Do not suppose 
you are fashioning good republicans so long as children, who ought to belong solely to 
the republic, remain immured in their Families. (10) By extending to the family, to a 


restricted number of persons, the portion of affection they ought to distribute amongst 
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their brothers, they inevitably adopt those persons’ sometimes very harmful prejudices; 
such children’s opinions, their thoughts are particularized, malformed, and the virtues of 
a Man of the State become completely inaccessible to them. Finally abandoning their 
heart altogether to those by whom they have been given breath, they have no devotion 
left for what will cause them to mature, to understand, and to shine, as if these latter 
blessings were not more important than the former! If there is the greatest 
disadvantage in thus letting children imbibe interests from their family often in sharp 
disagreement with those of their country, there is then the most excellent argument For 
separating them from their Family; and are they not naturally weaned away by the means 
| suggest, since in absolutely destroying all marital bonds, there are no longer born, as 
Fruits of the woman’s pleasure, anything but children to whom knowledge of their father 
is absolutely Forbidden, and with that the possibility of belonging to only one family, 


instead of being, as they must be, purely les enfants de la patrie. 


There will then be houses intended for women’s libertinage and, like the men’s, under 
the government's protection; in these establishments there will be Furnished all the 
individuals of either sex women could desire, and the more constantly they Frequent 
these places the higher they will be esteemed. There is nothing so barbarous or so 
ludicrous as to have identified their honour and their virtue with the resistance women 
show the desires Nature implants in them, and which continually inflame those who are 
hypocrite enough to pass censure on them. From the most tender age (The Babylonians 
scarcely awaited their seventh year to carry their First Fruits to the temple of Venus. The 
First impulse to concupiscence a young girl feels is the moment when Nature bids her 
prostitute herself, and without any other kind of consideration she must yield instantly 


Nature speaks; if she resists, she outrages Nature’s law), a girl released from her 
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paternal fetters, no longer having anything to preserve for marriage (completely 
abolished by the wise laws | advocate), (11) and superior to the prejudices which in 


Former times imprisoned her sex, will therefore, in the houses created for the purpose, 
be able to indulge in everything to which her constitution prompts her; she will be 
received respectfully, copiously satisfied, and, returned once again into society, she will 
be able to tell of the pleasures she tasted quite as publicly as today she speaks of a ball 
or promenade. O charming sex, you will be free: (11) as do men, you will enjoy all the 
pleasures of which Nature makes a duty, from not one will you be withheld. Must the 
diviner half of humankind be laden with irons by the other? Ah, break those irons; Nature 
wills it. For a bridle have nothing but your inclinations, for laws only your desires, For 
morality Nature's alone; languish no longer under brutal prejudices which wither your 
charms and hold captive the divine impulses of your hearts; (11) (Women are unaware to 


what point their lasciviousness embellishes them. Let one compare two women of 
roughly comparable age and beauty, one of whom lives in celibacy, and the other in 
libertinage: it will be seen by how much the latter exceeds in éclat and Freshness; all 
violence done Nature is far more wearing than the abuse of pleasures; everyone knows 
beds improve a woman’s looks) like us, you are free, the field of action whereon one 
contends for Venus’ Favours is as open to you as it is to us; have no fear of absurd 
reproaches; pedantry and superstition are things of the past; no longer will you be seen 
to blush at your charming delinquencies; crowned with myrtle and roses, the esteem we 
conceive for you will be henceforth in direct proportion to the scale you give your 


extravagances. 


What has just been said ought doubtless to dispense us from examining adultery; 


nevertheless, let’s cast a glance upon it, however non-existent it be in the eyes of the 
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laws | am establishing. To what point was it not ridiculous in our former institutions to 
consider adultery criminal! Were there anything absurd in the world, very surely it is the 
timelessness ascribed to conjugal relations; it appears to me it is but necessary to 
scrutinize, or sense the weight of, those bonds in order to cease to view as wicked the 
act which lightens them; Nature, as we remarked recently, having supplied women with a 
temper more ardent, with a sensibility more profound, than she awarded persons of the 
other sex, it is unquestionably for women that the marital contract proves more 


onerous. 


Tender women, you ablaze with love's Fire, compensate yourselves now, and do so boldly 
and unafraid; persuade yourselves that there can exist no evil in obedience to Nature’s 
promptings, that it is not for one man she created you, but to please them all, without 
discrimination. Let no anxiety inhibit you. Imitate the Greek republicans; never did the 
philosophers whence they had their laws contrive to make adultery a crime for them, 
and nearly all authorized disorderliness among women. Thomas More proves in his 
Utopia that it becomes women to surrender themselves to debauchery, and that great 
man’s ideas were not always pure dreams. (The same thinker wished affianced couples to 
see each other naked before marriage. How many alliances would fail, were this law 
enforced! It might be declared that the contrary is indeed what is termed purchase of 


merchandise sight unseen.) 


Amongst the Tartars, the more profligate a woman, the more she was honoured; about 
her neck she publicly wore a certain jewellery attesting to her impudicity, and those who 
were not at all decorated were not at all admired. In Peru, Families cede their wives and 


daughters to the visiting traveller; they are rented at so much the day, like horses, or 
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carriages! Volumes, Finally, would not suffice to demonstrate that lewd behaviour has 
never been held criminal amongst the illuminated peoples of the earth. Every 
philosopher knows full well it is solely to the Christian impostors we are indebted For 
having puffed it up into crime. The priests had excellent cause to Forbid us lechery: this 
injunction, by reserving to them acquaintance with and absolution For these private sins, 
gave them an incredible ascendancy over women, and opened up to them a career of 
lubricity whose scope knew no limits. We know only too well how they took advantage 
of it and how they would again abuse their powers, were they not hopelessly 


discredited. 


Is incest more dangerous? Hardly. It loosens Family ties and the citizen has that much 
more love to lavish on his country; the primary laws of Nature dictate it to us, our 
Feelings vouch for the fact; and nothing is so enjoyable as an object we have coveted 
over the years. The most primitive institutions smiled upon incest; it is Found in society's 
origins: it was consecrated in every religion, every law encouraged it. IF we traverse the 
world we will Find incest everywhere established. The blacks of the Ivory Coast and 
Gabon prostitute their wives to their own children; in Judah, the eldest son must marry 
his father’s wife; the people of Chile lie indifferently with their sisters, their daughters, 
and marry mother and daughter at the same time. | would venture, in a word, that incest 
ought to be every government's law—every government whose basis is Fraternity. How 
is it that reasonable men were able to carry absurdity to the point of believing that the 
enjoyment of one’s mother, sister, or daughter could ever be criminal? Is it not, | ask, an 
abominable view wherein it is made to appear a crime for a man to place higher value 
upon the enjoyment of an object to which natural feeling draws him close? (12) One 


might just as well say that we are forbidden to love too much the individuals Nature 
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enjoins us to love best, and that the more she gives us a hunger for some object, the 
more she orders us away from it. These are absurd paradoxes; only people bestialized by 
superstition can believe or uphold them. The community of women | am establishing 
necessarily leading to incest, there remains little more to say about a supposed 
misdemeanour whose inexistence is too plainly evident to warrant further pursuit of the 
matter, and we shall turn our attention to rape, which at First glance seems to be, of all 


libertinage’s excesses, the one which is most dearly established as being wrong, by 


reason of the outrage it appears to cause. It is certain, however, that rape, an act so very 
rare and so very difficult to prove, wrongs one’s neighbour less than theft, since the 
latter is destructive to property, the former merely damaging to it. (13) Beyond that, 
what objections have you to the ravisher? What will you say, when he replies to you that, 
as a matter of fact, the injury he has committed is trifling indeed, since he has done no 
more than place a little sooner the object he has abused in the very state in which she 


would soon have been put by marriage and love. 


But sodomy, that alleged crime which will draw the Fire of heaven upon cities addicted to 
it, is sodomy not a monstrous deviation whose punishment could not be severe enough? 
Ah, sorrowful it is to have to reproach our ancestors for the judiciary murders in which, 
upon this head, they dared indulge themselves. We wonder that savagery could ever 
reach the point where you condemn to death an unhappy person all of whose crime 
amounts to not sharing your tastes. (14) One shudders to think that scarce forty years 
ago the legislators’ absurd thinking had not evolved beyond this point. Console 
yourselves, citizens; such absurdities are to cease: the intelligence of your lawmakers will 
answer for it. Thoroughly enlightened upon this weakness occurring in a few men, 


people deeply sense today that such error cannot be criminal, and that Nature, who 
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places such slight importance upon the essence that flows in our loins, can scarcely be 


vexed by our choice when we are pleased to vent it into this or that avenue. 


What single crime can exist here? For no one will wish to maintain that all the parts of 
the body do not resemble each other, that there are some which are pure, and others 
defiled; (14) but, as it is unthinkable such nonsense be advanced seriously, the only 
possible crime would consist in the waste of semen. Well, is it likely that this semen is so 
precious to Nature that its loss is necessarily criminal? Were that so, would she every day 
institute those losses? And is it not to authorize them to permit them in dreams, to 
permit them in the act of taking one’s pleasure with a pregnant woman? Is it possible to 
imagine Nature having allowed us the possibility of committing a crime that would 
outrage her? (14) Is it possible that she consent to the destruction by man of her own 
pleasures, and to his thereby becoming stronger than she? It is unheard of—into what an 
abyss of folly one is hurled when, in reasoning, one abandons the aid of reason’s torch! 
Let us abide in our unshakable assurance that it is as easy to enjoy a woman in one 


manner as in another, that it makes absolutely no difference whether one enjoys a girl or 


a boy, and as soon as it is clearly understood that no inclinations or tastes can exist in us 


us any which could ever offend her. (14) 


The penchant for sodomy is the result of physical Formation, to which we contribute 
nothing and which we cannot alter. At the most tender age, some children reveal that 
penchant, and it is never corrected in them. Sometimes it is the Fruit of satiety; but even 


in this case, is it less Nature’s doing? Regardless of how it is viewed, it is her work, and, in 


every instance, what she inspires must be respected by men. (14) If, were one to take an 
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exact inventory, it should come out that this taste is infinitely more affecting than the 
other, that the pleasures resulting From it are Far more lively, and that for this reason its 
exponents are a thousand times more numerous than its enemies, would it not then be 
possible to conclude that, Far from affronting Nature, this vice serves her intentions, and 
that she is less delighted by our procreation than we so foolishly believe? Why, as we 
travel about the world, how many peoples do we not see holding women in contempt! 
Many are the men who strictly avoid employing them for anything but the having of the 
child necessary to replace them. The communal aspect of life in republics always renders 
this vice more Frequent in that form of society; but it is not dangerous. Would the Greek 
legislators have introduced it into their republics had they thought it so? Quite the 
contrary; they deemed it necessary to a warlike race. Plutarch speaks with enthusiasm of 
the battalion of lovers: for many a year they alone defended Greece’s Freedom. The vice 
reigned amongst comrades-in-arms, and cemented their unity. The greatest of men lean 
toward sodomy. At the time it was discovered, the whole of America was found 
inhabited by people of this taste. In Louisiana, amongst the Illinois, Indians in Feminine 
garb prostituted themselves as courtesans. The blacks of Benguéla publicly keep men; 
nearly all the seraglios of Algiers are today exclusively Filled with young boys. Not 
content to tolerate love for young boys, the Thebans made it mandatory; the 


philosopher of Chaeronea prescribed sodomy as the surest way to a youth’s affection. 


We know to what extent it prevailed in Rome, where they had public places in which 
young boys, costumed as girls, and girls as boys, prostituted themselves. In their letters, 
Martial, Catullus, Tibullus, Horace, and Virgil wrote to men as though to their mistresses; 
and we read in Plutarch (The Moralities, “On Love”) that women must in no way figure in 


men’s love. The Amasians of Crete used to abduct boys, and their initiation was 
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distinguished by the most singular ceremonies. When they were taken with love For one, 
they notified the parents upon what day the ravisher wished to carry him off; the youth 
put up some resistance if his lover Failed to please him; in the contrary case, they went 
off together, and the seducer restored him to his Family as soon as he had made use of 
him; for in this passion as in that For women, one always has too much when one has had 
enough. Strabo informs us that on this very island, seraglios were peopled with boys 


only; they were prostituted openly. 


Is one more authority required to prove how useful this vice is in a republic? Let us lend 


an ear to Jerome the Peripatetic: “The love of youths,” says he, “spread throughout all of 


attachments steadied the republic, (15) women were declaimed against, and to 


entertain connections with such creatures was a frailty reserved to despots.” Pederasty 
has always been the vice of warrior races. From Caesar we learn that the Gauls were to 
an extraordinary degree given to it. The wars fought to sustain the republic brought 
about the separation of the two sexes, and hence the propagation of the vice, and when 
its consequences, so useful to the State, were recognized, religion speedily blessed it. 
That the Romans sanctified the amours of Jupiter and Ganymede is well known. Sextus 
Empiricus assures us that this caprice was compulsory amongst the Persians. At last, the 
women, jealous and contemned, offered to render their husbands the same service they 
received from young boys; some few men made the experiment, and returned to their 


Former habits, Finding the illusion impossible. The Turks, greatly inclined toward this 
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depravity Mohammed consecrated in the Koran, were nevertheless convinced that a very 
young virgin could well enough be substituted for a youth, and rarely did they grow to 
womanhood without having passed through the experience. Sextus Quintus and Sanchez 
allowed this debauch; the latter even undertook to show it was of use to procreation, 
and that a child created after this preliminary exercise was infinitely better constituted 
thanks to it. Finally, women found restitution by turning to each other. This latter 
Fantasy doubtless has no more disadvantages than the other, since nothing comes of the 
refusal to reproduce, and since the means of those who have a bent for reproduction are 
powerful enough for reproduction’s adversaries never to be able to harm population. 
Amongst the Greeks, this Female perversion was also supported by policy: the result of it 
was that, Finding each other sufficient, women sought less communication with men and 
their detrimental influence in the republic's affairs was thus held to a minimum. Lucian 
informs us of what progress this license promoted, and it is not without interest we see 


it exemplified in Sappho. 


In fine, these are perfectly inoffensive manias; were women to carry them even Further, 
were they to go to the point of caressing monsters and animals, as the example of every 
race teaches us, no ill could possibly result therefrom, because corruption of manners, 
often of prime utility to a government, cannot in any sense harm it, and we must 


demand enough wisdom and enough prudence of our legislators to be entirely sure that 


no law will emanate from them that would repress perversions which, being determined 
by constitution and being inseparable from physical structure, cannot render the person 
in whom they are present any more guilty than the person Nature created deformed. 


(16) 
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In the second category of man’s crimes against his brethren, there is left to us only 
murder to examine, and then we will move on to man’s duties toward himself. OF all the 
offences man may commit against his Fellows, murder is without question the cruellest, 
since it deprives man of the single asset he has received from Nature, and its loss is 
irreparable. Nevertheless, at this stage several questions arise, leaving aside the wrong 


murder does him who becomes its victim. 


1. As regards the laws of Nature only, is this act really criminal? 


2. Is it criminal with what regards the laws of politics? 


3. Is it harmful to society? 


4. What must be a republican government's attitude toward it? 


5. Finally, must murder be repressed by murder? 


Each of these questions will be treated separately; the subject is important enough to 


warrant thorough consideration; our ideas touching murder may surprise for their 


boldness. But what does that matter? Have we not acquired the right to say anything? 


The time has come for the ventilation of great verities; men today will not be content 


with less. The time has come for error to disappear; that blindfold must Fall beside the 


heads of kings. From Nature’s point of view, is murder a crime? That is the First question 


posed. 
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It is probable that we are going to humiliate man’s pride by lowering him again to the 
rank of all of Nature’s other creatures, but the philosopher does not flatter small human 
vanities; ever in burning pursuit of truth, he discerns it behind stupid notions of pride, 


lays it bare, elaborates upon it, and intrepidly shows it to the astonished world. 


; (17) but is not the destruction of all living animals decidedly an evil, as 
the Pythagoreans believed, and as they who dwell on the banks of Ganges yet believe? 
Before answering that, we remind the reader that we are examining the question only in 


terms of Nature and in relation to her; later on, we will envisage it with reference to 


= 


en. 


Now then, what value can Nature set upon individuals whose making costs her neither 
the least trouble nor the slightest concern? The worker values his work according to the 
labour it entails and the time spent creating it. Does man cost Nature anything? And, 


under the supposition that he does, does he cost her more than an ape or an elephant? | 
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go Further: what are the regenerative materials used by Nature? Of what are composed 
the beings which come into life? Do not the three elements of which they are formed 
result From the prior destruction of other bodies? IF all individuals were possessed of 
eternal life, would it not become impossible for Nature to create any new ones? IF 
Nature denies eternity to beings, it follows that their destruction is one of her laws. (18) 
Now, once we observe that destruction is so useful to her that she absolutely cannot 
dispense with it, and that she cannot achieve her creations without drawing from the 
store of destruction which death prepares for her, from this moment onward the idea of 
annihilation which we attach to death ceases to be real; there is no more veritable 
annihilation; what we call the end of the living animal is no longer a true finis, but a 
simple transformation, a transmutation of matter, (18) what every modern philosopher 
acknowledges as one of Nature’s fundamental laws. According to these irrefutable 
principles, death is hence no more than a change of form, an imperceptible passage From 


one existence into another, and that is what Pythagoras called metempsychosis. 


These truths once admitted, | ask whether it can ever be proposed that destruction is a 
crime? Will you dare tell me, with the design of preserving your absurd illusions, that 
transmutation is destruction? No, surely not; For, to prove that, it would be necessary to 
demonstrate matter inert for an instant, for a moment in repose. Well, you will never 
detect any such moment. Little animals are Formed immediately a large animal expires, 
and these little animals’ lives are simply one of the necessary effects determined by the 
large animal’s temporary sleep. Given this, will you dare suggest that one pleases Nature 
more than another? To support that contention, you would have to prove what cannot be 
proven: that elongated or square are more useful, more agreeable to Nature than oval 


or triangular shapes; you would have to prove that, with what regards Nature’s sublime 
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scheme, a sluggard who fattens in idleness is more useful than the horse, whose service 
is of such importance, or than a steer, whose body is so precious that there is no part of 
it which is not useful; you would have to say that the venomous serpent is more 


necessary than the Faithful dog. 


Now, as not one of these systems can be upheld, one must hence consent unreservedly 
to acknowledge our inability to annihilate Nature’s works; in light of the certainty that 
the only thing we do when we give ourselves over to destroying is merely to effect an 
alteration in forms which does not extinguish life, it becomes beyond human powers to 
prove that there may exist anything criminal in the alleged destruction of a creature, of 
whatever age, sex, of species you may suppose it. Led still Further in our series of 
inferences proceeding one From the other, we affirm that the act you commit in juggling 
the forms of Nature’s different productions is of advantage to her, since thereby you 
supply her the primary material for her reconstructions, tasks which would be 


compromised were you to desist from destroying. 


Well, let her do the destroying, they tell you; one ought to let her do it, of course, but 
they are Nature’s impulses man follows when he indulges in homicide; (19) it is Nature 
who advises him, and the man who destroys his Fellow is to Nature what are the plague 
and famine, like them sent by her hand which employs every possible means more 
speedily to obtain of destruction this primary matter, itself absolutely essential to her 


works. 


Let us deign For a moment to illumine our spirit by philosophy’s sacred Flame; what other 


than Nature’s voice suggests to us personal hatreds, revenges, wars, in a word, all those 
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causes of perpetual murder? Now, if she incites us to murderous acts, she has need of 
them; that once grasped, how may we suppose ourselves guilty in her regard when we 


do nothing more than obey her intentions? 


But that is more than what is needed to convince any enlightened reader, that for 


murder ever to be an outrage to Nature is impossible. 


Is it a political crime? We must avow, on the contrary, that it is, unhappily, merely one of 
policy’s and politics’ greatest instruments. Is it not by dint of murders that France is Free 
today? Needless to say, here we are referring to the murders occasioned by war, not to 
the atrocities committed by plotters and rebels; the latter, destined to the public’s 
execration, have only to be recollected to arouse forever general horror and indignation. 
What study, what science, has greater need of murder’s support than that which tends 
only to deceive, whose sole end is the expansion of one nation at another's expense? Are 
wars, the unique Fruit of this political barbarism, anything but the means whereby a 
nation is nourished, whereby it is strengthened, whereby it is buttressed? And what is 
war if not the science of destruction? A strange blindness in man, who publicly teaches 
the art of killing, who rewards the most accomplished killer, and who punishes him who 
for some particular reason does away with his enemy! Is it not high time errors so savage 
be repaired? (19) 


Is murder then a crime against society? But how could that reasonably be imagined? 
What difference does it make to this murderous society, whether it have one member 
more, or less? Will its laws, its manners, its customs be vitiated? Has an individual's death 


ever had any influence upon the general mass? And after the loss of the greatest battle, 
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what am | saying? After the obliteration of half the world—or, if one wishes, of the entire 
world—would the little number of survivors, should there be any, notice even the 
faintest difference in things? No, alas. Nor would Nature notice any either, and the 
stupid pride of man, who believes everything created For him, would be dashed indeed, 
after the total extinction of the human species, were it to be seen that nothing in Nature 


had changed, and that the stars’ Flight had not for that been retarded. Let us continue. 


What must the attitude of a warlike and republican state be toward murder? 


Dangerous it should certainly be, either to cast discredit upon the act, or to punish it. 
Republican mettle calls For a touch of ferocity: if he grows soft, if his energy slackens in 
him, the republican will be subjugated in a trice. A most unusual thought comes to mind 
at this point, but if it is audacious it is also true, and | will mention it. A nation that begins 


by governing itself as a republic will only be sustained by virtues because, in order to 


attain the most, one must always start with the least. But an already old and decayed 
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Savages, the most independent of men, the nearest to Nature, daily indulge in murder 
which amongst them goes unpunished. In Sparta, in Lacedaemon, they hunted Helots, 
just as we in France go on partridge shoots. The freest of people are they who are most 
Friendly to murder: in Mindanao, a man who wishes to commit a murder is raised to the 
rank of warrior brave, he is straightaway decorated with a turban; amongst the 
Caraguos, one must have killed seven men to obtain the honours of this headdress: the 
inhabitants of Borneo believe all those they put to death will serve them when they 
themselves depart life; devout Spaniards made a vow to St. James of Galicia to kill a 
dozen Americans every day; in the kingdom of Tangut, there is selected a strong and 
vigorous young man: on certain days of the year he is allowed to kill whomever he 
encounters! Was there ever a people better disposed to murder than the Jews? One sees 


itin every guise, upon every page of their history. 


Now and again, China's emperor and mandarins take measures to stir up a revolt 
amongst the people, in order to derive, from these manoeuvres, the right to transform 
them into horrible slaughters. May that soft and effeminate people rise against their 
tyrants; the latter will be massacred in their turn, and with much greater justice; murder, 
adopted always, always necessary, will have but changed its victims; it has been the 


delight of some, and will become the Felicity of others. 


An infinite number of nations tolerates public assassinations; they are freely permitted 
in Genoa, Venice, Naples, and throughout Albania; at Kachoa on the San Domingo River, 
murderers, undisguised and unashamedly, upon your orders and before your very eyes 


cut the throat of the person you have pointed out to them; Hindus take opium to 
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encourage themselves to murder; and then, rushing out into the street, they butcher 


everyone they meet; English travellers have Found this idiosyncrasy in Batavia, too. 


What people were at once greater and more bloodthirsty than the Romans, and what 
nation longer preserved its splendour and freedom? The gladiatorial spectacles Fed its 
bravery, it became warlike through the habit of making a game of murder. Twelve or 
Fifteen hundred victims Filled the circus’ arena every day, and there the women, crueller 
than the men, dared demand that the dying fall gracefully and be sketched while still in 
death's throes. The Romans moved from that to the pleasures of seeing dwarfs cut each 
other to pieces; and when the Christian cult, then infecting the world, came to persuade 
men there was evil in killing one another, the tyrants immediately enchained that 


people, and everyone’s heroes became their toys. 


Everywhere, in short, it was rightly believed that the murderer—that is to say, the man 
who stifled his sensibilities to the point of killing his Fellow man, and of defying public or 
private vengeance—everywhere, | say, it was thought such a man could only be very 
courageous, and consequently very precious to a warlike or republican community. We 
may discover certain nations which, yet more Ferocious, could only satisfy themselves by 
immolating children, and very often their own, and we will see these actions universally 
adopted, and upon occasion even made part of the law. Several savage tribes kill their 
children immediately they are born. Mothers, on the banks of the Orinoco, Firm in the 
belief their daughters were born only to be miserable, since their fate was to become 
wives in this country where women were found insufferable, immolated them as soon as 
they were brought into the light. In Taprobane and in the kingdom of Sopit, all deformed 


children were immolated by their own parents. IF their children are born on certain days 
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of the week, the women of Madagascar expose them to wild beasts. In the republics of 
Greece, all the children who came into the world were carefully examined, and if they 


were found not to conform to the requirements determined by the republic's defence, 


they were sacrificed on the spot: in those days, it was not deemed essential to build 


(21) Up until the transferral of the seat of the Empire, all the Romans who were not 
disposed to feed their offspring flung them upon the dung heaps. The ancient legislators 
had no scruple about condemning children to death, and never did one of their codes 
repress the rights of a father over his Family. Aristotle urged abortion; and those ancient 
republicans, filled with enthusiasm, with patriotic Fervour, Failed to appreciate this 
commiseration For the individual person that one finds in modern nations: they loved 
their children less, but their country more. In all the cities of China, one finds every 
morning an incredible number of children abandoned in the streets; a dung cart picks 
them up at dawn, and they are tossed into a moat; often, midwives themselves 
disencumbered mothers by instantly plunging their issue into vats of boiling water, or by 
throwing it into the river. In Peking, infants were put into little reed baskets that were 
left on the canals; every day, these canals were skimmed clean, and the Famous traveller 
Duhalde calculates as above thirty thousand the number of infants collected in the 


course of each search. 


It cannot be denied that it is extraordinarily necessary, extremely politic to erect a dike 


against overpopulation in a republican system; For entirely contrary reasons, the birth 
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rate must be encouraged in a monarchy; there, the tyrants being rich only through the 
number of their slaves, they assuredly have to have men; but do not doubt for a minute 


that populousness is a genuine vice in a republican government. 


However, it is not necessary to butcher people to restrain it, as our modern decemvirs (a 
Roman term for a ten man commission) used to say; it is but a question of not leaving it 
the means of extending beyond the limits its happiness prescribes. Beware of too great 
revolutions are never but the effect of a too numerous population. (22) If, For the State’s 


splendour, you accord your warriors the right to destroy men, for the preservation of 
that same State grant also unto each individual the right to give himself over as much as 
he pleases, since this he may do without offending Nature, to ridding himself of the 
children he is unable to Feed, or to whom the government cannot look for assistance; in 
the same way, grant him the right to rid himself, at his own risk and peril, (23) of all 
enemies capable of harming him, because the result of all these acts, in themselves of 
perfect inconsequence, will be to keep your population at a moderate size, and never 
large enough to overthrow your regime. Let the monarchists say a State is great only by 
reason of its extreme population: this State will forever be poor, if its population 
surpasses the means by which it can subsist, and it will Flourish always if, kept trimly 
within its proper limits, it can make traffic of its superfluity. Do you not prune the tree 
when it has over many branches? and do not too many shoots weaken the trunk? Any 
system which deviates from these principles is an extravagance whose abuses would 
conduct us directly to the total subversion of the edifice we have just raised with so 
much trouble; but it is not at the moment the man reaches maturity one must destroy 


him in order to reduce population. It is unjust to cut short the days of a well-shaped 
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person; it is not unjust, | say, to prevent the arrival in the world of a being who will 
certainly be useless to it. The human species must be purged from the cradle; what you 
foresee as useless to society is what must be stricken out of it; there you have the only 
reasonable means to the diminishment of a population, whose excessive size is, as we 


have just proven, the source of certain trouble. 


The time has come to sum up. 


Must murder be repressed by murder? Surely not. Let us never impose any other penalty 
upon the murderer than the one he may risk from the vengeance of the friends or family 
of him he has killed. (24) “I grant you pardon,” said Louis XV to Charolais who, to divert 


himself, had just killed a man; “but | also pardon whoever will kill you.” All the bases of 
the law against murderers may be found in that sublime motto. (The Salic Law only 
punished murder by exacting a simple fine, and as the guilty one easily Found ways to 
avoid payment, Childebert, king of Austrasia, decreed, in a writ published at Cologne, the 
death penalty, not against the murderer, but against him who would shirk the 
murderer’s Fine. Ripuarian Law similarly ordained no more against this act than a Fine 
proportionate to the individual killed. A priest was extremely costly: a leaden tunic, cut 
to his measurements, was tailored for the assassin, and he was obliged to produce the 
equivalent of this tunic’s weight in gold; in default of which the guilty one and his Family 


remained slaves of the Church.) 


Briefly, murder is a horror, but an often necessary horror, never criminal, which it is 
essential to tolerate in a republican State. | have made it clear the entire universe has 


given an example of it; but ought it be considered a deed to be punished by death? They 
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who respond to the Following dilemma will have answered the question: Is it or is it not a 


crime? 


IF it is not, why make laws for its punishment? And if it is, by what barbarous logic do you, 


to punish it, duplicate it by another crime? 


We have now but to speak of man’s duties toward himself. As the philosopher only 
adopts such duties in the measure they conduce to his pleasure or to his preservation, it 
is Futile to recommend their practice to him, still more Futile to threaten him with 


penalties if he Fails to adopt them. 


The only offence of this order man can commit is suicide. | will not bother demonstrating 
here the imbecility of the people who make of this act a crime; those who might have 
any doubts upon the matter are referred to Rousseau’s Famous letter. Nearly all early 
governments, through policy or religion, authorized suicide. Before the Areopagites, the 
Athenians explained their reasons for self-destruction; then they stabbed themselves. 
Every Greek government tolerated suicide; it entered into the ancient legislators’ 
scheme; one killed oneself in public, and one made of one’s death a spectacle of 


magnificence. 


The Roman Republic encouraged suicide; those so greatly celebrated instances of 
devotion to country were nothing other than suicides. When Rome was taken by the 
Gauls, the most illustrious senators consecrated themselves to death; as we imitate that 
spirit, we adopt the same virtues. During the campaign of 1792, a soldier, grief-stricken 


to Find himself unable to follow his comrades to the Jemappes affair, took his own life. 
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Keeping ourselves at all times to the high standard of those proud republicans, we will 
soon surpass their virtue: it is the government that makes the man. Accustomed For so 
long to despotism, our courage was utterly crippled; despotism depraved our manners; 
we are being reborn; it will shortly be seen of what sublime actions the French genius 
and character are capable when they are free; let us maintain, at the price of our 
Fortunes and our lives, this liberty which has already cost us so many victims, of whom 
we regret not one if we attain our objective; every one of them sacrificed himself 
voluntarily; (25) let us not permit their blood to have been shed in vain; but union... (25) 
union, or we will lose the Fruit of all our struggles. Upon the victories we have just 
achieved let us seat excellent laws; our former legislators, still slaves of the despot we 
have just slaughtered, had given us nothing, but laws worthy of that tyrant they 


continued to reverence: let us re-do their work, let us consider that it is at last For 
republicans we are going to labour; may our laws be gentle, like the people they must 
tule. (3) 


In pointing out, as | have just done, the nullity, the indifference of an infinite number of 
actions our ancestors, seduced by a false religion, beheld as criminal, | reduce our labour 
to very little. Let us create Few laws, but let them be good; rather than multiplying 
hindrances, it is purely a question of giving an indestructible quality to the law we 
employ, of seeing to it that the laws we promulgate have, as ends, nothing but the 
citizen's tranquillity, his happiness, and the glory of the republic. But, Frenchmen, after 
having driven the enemy from your lands, | should not like your zeal to broadcast your 
principles to lead you further afield; it is only with Fire and steel you will be able to carry 
them to the four corners of the earth. Before taking upon yourselves such resolutions, 


remember the unsuccess of the crusades. When the enemy will have fled across the 
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Rhine, heed me, guard your Frontiers, and stay at home behind them. Revive your trade, 
restore energy and markets to your manufacturing; cause your arts to Flourish again, 
encourage agriculture, both so necessary in a government such as yours, and whose aim 
must be to provide for everyone without standing in need of anyone. Leave the thrones 
flying, without your having to meddle in the business at all. (26) 


Invincible within, and by your administration and your laws a model to every race, there 
will not be a single government which will not strive to imitate you, not one which will 
not be honoured by your alliance; but if, for the vainglory of establishing your principles 
outside your country, you neglect to care for your own Felicity at home, despotism, 
which is no more than asleep, will awake, you will be rent by intestine disorder, you will 
have exhausted your monies and your soldiers, and all that, all that to return to kiss the 
manacles the tyrants, who will have subjugated you during your absence, will impose 
upon you; all you desire may be wrought without leaving your home: let other people 
observe you happy, and they will rush to happiness by the same road you have traced For 
them. (27) (Let it be remembered that foreign warfare was never proposed save by the 


infamous Dumouriez.) 


COMMENTARY 


1. My comments begin in reference to the section of the pamphlet that is headed 
“manners”. Sade has, by this point, already made the extended point that theism is in no 
way relevant or necessary to a republic (not least in that Church allies with monarchy to 


cement their cooperative and illegitimate temporal and moral power). He now wants to 
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argue that “French manners”, by which he must mean contemporary French manners in 
general and not just in relation to this faction or that of the revolution, are equally 
unsuitable. This is important to note “for the laws to be promulgated will issue From 
manners”. By “manners” here we should imagine not simply beliefs or values but habits 
of action and ways in which people habitually behave and relate. This, in Fact, will 
become manifestly obvious in the things Le Marquis de Sade then goes on to say. What 
Sade wants to show here is that the habitual or customary manners, which have in the 
past been theistic and moral, are inferior to his own which he intends to introduce and 


argue in favour of. 


The reason | note this in my commentary is because such an attitude accords entirely 
with my own belief, discussed at length elsewhere, to the end that it is by one’s values 
and practices that one makes human society and so the world of human relationships. IF 
one wants a different world of relationships from the one that one finds oneself in then 
it is by attending to these things — and changing them —- that such a world of 
relationships will be remade. In articulating this point, Sade then indicates that this is 
both his point and intention too. He aims to change people’s appreciation of themselves 


philosophically in order to change their relation of and to themselves politically. 


2. Sade takes this point up in relation to an imaginary of a republican state without kings 
or religion (and their consequent imagined absolute authority). Here Sade relates 
freedoms of conscience and the press to an imagined third freedom, which he begs 
readers consider, of action. He conceives that in such a state, marked by liberty and 
equality (two of the three items in the French slogan, which originated in opaque 


circumstances in the early years of the revolution, “Liberté, égalité, Fraternité”), crimes 
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will be consequently reduced as people reorient their relationships to each other in such 
terms. This comment, we must note, is exactly all about how people conceive of their 
relation to each other. Are we all free citizens or are we subjects? Are we constrained by 
moral absolutes or are we subject to the Freedom of our individual conscience? Are we 
arranged in families or as a common fraternity of Free human beings? It must surely be 


seen to make a difference and to matter if we live in “liberty and equality”. 


3. Having argued that, historically, the duties of human beings have been related in three 
categories (towards a supreme being, towards “brethren”, and in respect of oneself), 
and swiftly despatching with the First category in light of his own total atheism in which 
no supreme being exists, Sade moves to the second, duties in respect of each other and 
which bind us to our Fellows. It would be fair to say that, in regard to this category, there 


is a lot simultaneously going on in Sade’s mind. 


First of all, he refuses the “sophistries” of “Christian morals” in this respect and which 
are summed up in the command to “love one’s brethren as oneself”. (The actual biblical 


command is to love one’s “neighbour” as oneself, a slightly broader category.) 


Second, this Sade regards as “in defiance of the laws of Nature” which it is clear here he 
regards, somewhat perversely in regard of his total rejection of gods and morality, as 
something of an authority. This is demonstrated in that he writes Nature has “the sole 
voice which must direct all the actions of our life”. Why is the abstract invention “Nature” 
-— which has no formal, material existence but is merely a human ideological union of the 
actions of the living environment in toto—is deserving of this unitary accolade Sade does 


not say. But he certainly here assumes it and, in doing so, may be charged with having 
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created a God substitute. Does “Nature” even have a “voice” (which, we must add, must 
be its own, independently generated voice)? It seems bizarre to suggest so. We may then 


begin to wonder if Nature, as Sade imagines it, actually exists. 


Third, Sade urges us to regard others as brothers where this means “friends given us by 
Nature”. It is not exactly clear what this means at this point but the pamphlet speaks of 
“humanity, fraternity, benevolence” in the matter of reciprocal relations according to 
our own personal abilities (which are thought of as Nature’s individual endowments). It 
seems to involve not being overzealous in the blaming or punishing of others. (This 
includes a moratorium on the death penalty which Sade was against - and which he 


himself also escaped more than once, including during the revolution.) 


Fourth, what Sade does seek to avoid is “universal laws” which, in his mind, create a “one 
size Fits all” society but where it is obvious that we are not all one size, and so not all of 
the same temperament, at all. This is to be then regarded as Sade siding with the 
authenticity of individuality and personal liberty over the “palpable absurdity” and 
“terrible injustice” of universal laws. Sade in fact states plainly that “what is good for one 
is not at all good for another”. Sade himself imagines a situation of Few laws and general 
leniency that is tolerant of individual differences and proclivities. Here again we can see 
the concept of Sade’s views of Nature behind this as Sade seems convinced that one 
person is made one way and another is made another — and what Nature has created no 


one should attempt to constrain. 


4. Sade moves onto a section of his pamphlet where he reduces the offences against 


brethren to calumny, theft, impurity and murder. In addressing theft (he here argues For 
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why all of these are, in fact, not real crimes at all) he makes some, shall we say, audacious 
arguments. He argues, in Fact, that theft requires “courage, strength, skill (and) tact” and 
says these are characteristics necessary to a republic. Further, he argues that theft 
redistributes wealth since it is normally those with less taking from those with more in 
most cases! Is this not then in line with a desire for “equality”? In a Further intriguing 
point, Sade argues that this makes “the conservation of property” less secure which 
hints that property distribution itself is thus unjust. He goes onto to ask if, in a state 
about equality, it is just that someone with nothing be expected to respect someone 
with very much more. Such an agreement in fact only protects the one with much for the 
one with nothing has nothing to protect. It is, thus, not equal. Sade thus argues that 
oaths must bind all equally who must then all be already equal in order to be so bound. IF 
not, why would the one with nothing care about equality in a state in which he was not 
equal? This, as Sade goes onto say, would not then be a pact among free people but 
would be “the weapon of the strong against the weak” and would be a means for the 
rich to enchain the poor. As a consequence, Sade argues that the thief should not be 
punished but, if anyone should, it should be the one who allows things to be stolen From 
them! In a Further, concluding argument by appeal to his construction of Nature, Sade 
argues that theft is really only a human being responding to the natural requirement to 


preserve oneself. As a consequence, it should not be punished. 


Sade fences around interesting principles here. He is right, of course, that there is no 
equality where there is no material equality. A state in which land is majority owned by 
nobility or the Church, by royal estates or private interests, is no equal state. Where a 
tenant must pay a landowner rent, or earn money from a boss, he is not free and is 


shackled to an economic and political relationship. Sade’s interesting arguments then do 
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have a point. Those arguments, however, also turn on the imagined natural right of the 
individual to preserve themselves and with this, too, | agree. Is it really a crime to want to 
survive and to take, if one must, from others in order to do so? We touch here on the 
principles by which states operate, something which, of course, incorporate which 
interests that state is going to protect, and not protect, in so doing. This was a live issue 
prior to, and during, the French Revolution in which diverse groups with their own 
interests vied for the power to protect them adequately, supplying their needs and 
wants in the process. Sade here clearly says that, at the level of the individual, Nature 


drives one to provide for oneself and to survive — making this an unpunishable offence. 


5. Uniquely in the writings of Sade when it comes to matters political, we now come to 
sexual matters which are (most usually) of more moral import. The problem for us here 
is going to be that Sade does not recognise morality, most especially public and 
authoritative morality, as of any consequence at all. For him, it simply has no Foundation, 
due to the absence of God, much as the argument posed by Dostoevsky in The Brothers 
Karamazov. “If God does not exist, everything is permitted.” He also has his Failsafe 
arguments ready. How, for example, can the state expect the individual to be moral 
when the state itself, and of necessity, must be immoral (for example, in the matter of 
killing and war) in order to carry out its own duties as a state? Can the immoral actor 
insist that another actor must be moral where he is not? Can a murderer tell others not 


to kill (but they can) or a thief tell others not to steal (but they can)? 


This is particularly pointed because the misdemeanours Sade seeks to excuse by such 
arguments (the “impurity” matters mentioned earlier) are sexual, namely “prostitution, 


incest, rape and sodomy”. He describes these as “actions for whose undertaking 
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libertinage may be the cause” and these are actions which Philosophy in the Boudoir is 
entirely about, that book being about why personal sexual exploits and proclivities 
should be untrammelled by the moral weaknesses (or simply Foibles) of others. This is 
the point where Sade, in both that book and this pamphlet as part of it, seems most 
cruel, heartless and selfish in that he demands the right to cause pain and feel pleasure 
regardless of the Feelings of others (who, in Fact, should often Feel themselves obliged 
to submit to it). Here Sade argues that such “crimes” should be regarded as of no import 
to states for they do not affect them. States can also not effect their own vocation in the 
world by moral means anyway. Here he adds that states are, by the by, always 
themselves immoral in any case and so in no moral position to judge others. This, as is 
Sade’s way, turns into an argument for why it is better For the individual to be immoral 
than to be moral with supposed historical examples. Sade conceives of this in the state’s 
interest as states, republics, in his view must always be in a state of foment (which is not 
to be thought of as moral) which pushes them ever onwards. They must never imagine to 
settle into a state of permanent, settled morality For that is their inevitable doom. 
States, and so inevitably people, must always be in a state of permanent pragmatic 
insurrection. Here is one example of a place where | consequently hear echoes of Max 
Stirner making pleas For the rights of the egoistic owner and their own but, in Sade’s 


case, to imagined social benefit as well. 


6. Sade turns to an argument discussing prejudices human beings have but which Nature 
does not. One of these, for example, is a prejudice against nudity which is plainly stupid 
as all creatures are born naked and only one of them subsequently goes on to wear 
clothes (that being the most prejudiced one, of course). Sade thinks that obliterating 


such prejudices brings us back closer to Nature which, in his thinking, is a good thing. 
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However, he does continue to insist on talking about “Nature’s voice” which is something 
Nature doesn’t have. Nature doesn’t speak for itself and so, even if it had preferences, 
rules or laws, which it also doesn’t, it could never communicate them to us anyway. Sade 
often comes mightily close to saying — if he does not actually say — that Nature acts as 
some sort of warrant for actions and behaviours because it either enables or allows 
them and this is false thinking exactly because Nature does not speak and cannot be 
regarded as a warrant for any action as if it had an opinion. This is simply to 
anthropomorphise the natural conditions of our existence and to say that if | candoa 
thing then | should be allowed to do a thing. (For example, Sade justifies nudity and lust 
in this way and it is that he does it in this way that is the pre-eminent problem with the 
arguments.) This is most usually the case in relation to human passions which Sade 
thinks generally nature-born and so things human society has no right to control or 
restrict as, to do so, is to constrain Nature. Sade, instead and for example, thinks the 
state should be constructing buildings for libertines where they may Fully indulge their 
passions to their Fullest extent and where “absolute subordination” of some by others 


(which basically means of women by libertine men) may be carried out unhindered. 


The problem is, in the republican context Sade has taken on for himself, that this would 
hardly be equal (or even particularly about liberty For all!). Sade conceives, in fact, that 
the libertine man is hardly to be distinguished from a despot in the throw of his passions. 
And so Sade argues that to constrain him on this point will eventually become a political 
problem for government since these passions will not just go away but must eventually 
Find an outlet — a real world outlet rather than an outlet satiated in an arena of sexual 
play. This then raises the question of how many men, unsatiated in their desire for 


control and cruelty in their sexual play, instead take it out on others to real world effect? 
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| cannot answer that question but I can point out that Sade links the two in an argument 
which makes the point that it is better to satiate the passions in an imagined safe 
environment rather than to frustrate them and consequently risk them erupting in 
society wherever they will. Lust and tyranny can be confined to sexual arenas or they can 
be loosed upon people in more political ways - and which, Sade would then ask, is better 
For the republic in general? Thus does Sade argue that all wise rulers of the past catered 
For the tyrannical traits and passions of their societies by providing legitimate sexual 
outlets for them. None of this, of course, has anything to do with the morals of the 


situation For Nature speaks For itself and tells us what is empirically the case. 


7. Now it gets really interesting For Sade wants to treat of the relations (natural, always 
imagined natural) between men and women. Here Sade argues that, in a state of Nature 
without and before marriage (which, in its possessive exclusivity, is unnatural), women 
were both their own kind and the property of all men. However, since Sade also 
conceives of people, women as well as men, as free beings, he needs to do more 
intellectual work here. Consequently, he regards the exclusive possession of a woman by 
a man (as in marriage at that time) as equal to slavery and so illegitimate (“never may 
there be granted to one sex the legitimate right to lay monopolising hands upon the 
other”). But, by the same token, and since Sade conceives that, in a state of Nature, all 
women were available to all men (since he thinks marriage the anti-Nature corruption 
here), this also means that women may not legitimately refuse male advances by 
claiming that they already have the attentions of another male. This is effectively to say 
that no woman may refuse a man who desires her. What is then restricted is permanent 
male possession of women and not temporary male use of them. Sade thus argues that 


all men have the right to make use of all women sexually (“I have the right to force from 
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her this enjoyment”), if temporarily, and considers that the Fact he argues against their 
permanent possession by men is a point in their Favour. Sade, of course, is not put off by 
the possible violence involved here for what could be more natural than the use of 
Force? In fact, he even goes so Far as to argue that, because men are in general physically 
stronger than women, they have the naturally endowed right to utilise that strength 
against them and to their advantage. Here a woman’s moral rights to modesty or 
exclusivity of relationship with another are batted aside as empty, unnatural words and 
illusions dreamed up contrary to Nature’s natural realities. Love is also disposed of 
where it is made the exclusive possession of two, and only two, people in order that 
Sade may argue that women exist quite naturally for the happiness of all men, the only 
illegality in this case being that men seek exclusive possession of any women so enjoyed. 
So natural does Sade imagine this that, in his imaginary republic he is urging on his 
fellow Frenchmen, he obliges all women to present themselves to the houses of 
prostitution he recommends to be built, there that they may be enjoyed by the general 


male populace as desired. 


8. Now, of course, the question arises “To which Females does this idea apply?” and the 
answer is frankly shocking. Sade argues that the male desire overrides all other concerns 
and since a man may, in theory, desire a Female of any age, there can be no age 
restriction. Moreover, all females submitting to such an understanding and attending the 
imagined houses of prostitution will be required to indulge male desires “however 
strange or irregular they may be” since, for Sade, if you can imagine it then it must be 
natural — and so have Nature’s seal of approval. These ideas, one may imagine, are 
shocking enough when stated in the abstract but one must remember that Sade is 


putting them forward, without humour or sarcasm, as matters of public policy and 
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politics. He can do this precisely because he believes that “there is no extravagance 
which is not in Nature, none which she does not acknowledge as her own.” And with 
morality, and moral authority, gone there is nothing to say otherwise. This is also, in Fact, 
why he can go onto make the argument that a “right of enjoyment” overrides all other 
considerations. Sade is not blind to these considerations (such as the harm done to 
young girls being desired sexually by men); he just thinks those having them must submit 


to the prior consideration of male enjoyment instead. 


9. But Sade would not leave those put in this position without any consolation 
whatsoever; and so he attempts to redress the balance. (Whether he would do this in a 
less public and political context is a moot point. Here, of course, he must seek to 
appease others perhaps much less libertine than himself.) Sade’s compensation to the 
Females impacted by his previous ideas (which, of course, is all of them) is to grant them 
their own sexual freedom in return and without being bound to traditional notions of 
modesty or piety (or marriage, of course). Thus, such Females may enjoy sexual relations 
with whomsoever they like (and without number) in whatever ways they see fit, Sade 
imagining this to be legislated For in much the same way as their submission to men who 


desire them will also be legislated. 


This is one case, in Fact, where Sade’s sexual-political imagination grants to women (and 
girls) more sexual freedom than was the case at the time and is, thus, a genuinely 
revolutionary idea. In fact, all his sexual ideas in the last three points | have made 
amount to a total restructuring of human sexual relations — in ways that make them 
publicly acknowledged and organised — thus changing the sexual basis of society as a 


whole. No more is marriage the fundamental male-female relationship. Instead, a much 
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more open sexual interaction is imagined and thought beneficial to society as a whole, 
morality’s artificial constrictions and prisons for the sexuality of all of us having been 
cast aside. This is also not so simply “libertine” (liberally individualist) as it seems. IF one 
reads a book such as the anthropological study Sex At Down by Christopher Ryan and 
Cacilda Jetha, for example, one soon realises that the Western, Christian-influenced 
conception of male-female relations, primarily organised according to an exclusive 
marriage, is merely a cultural curiosity and not simply the way of all things. In other 
places, as that book details at length, sexual relations are dealt with in myriad different 
ways — from marriage being construed as which bed you decide to sleep in to entire 
villages engaging in sexual rituals communally, any offspring resulting being regarded as 
communal responsibilities (see my next point below), to sex being entirely uncoupled 
from parental responsibility at all. In world terms, the sexual organisation of people is 
then not simply one and is never simply the same. Cultural particularities and 
peculiarities quite naturally abound, questioning the “morality” of any of them in the 
process outside of their own cultural milieus. This, of course, then puts the claims of 
“morality” itself firmly under the microscope, something of which Sade would heartily 


approve. 


10. Sade, however, realises there will be complaints about his imagined scheme. All this 
random sexuality is bound, as one consequence, to end up in children being born. But 
Sade is now deep into his sexual reorganisation of society, which will go on for some 
pages more yet in his argument, and, thus, he must attempt to reason it out. He does so 
in remarkable ways, in this case arguing that children are really not the possessions of 
their progenitors but children of their countries. Indeed, Sade (who elsewhere in 


Philosophy in the Boudoir is pro-abortion and imagines sex as for pleasure not 
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reproduction) argues here that this is the only way for a republic to deal with such an 
issue since he regards closed families as possible hotbeds of prejudice or contention. 
Instead, children should be cared For by a wider community of the state. This is obviously 
quite a revolutionary idea but not, | think, so Far removed from those other cultures 
already extant where all adults regard all children as their own or where paternity is not 
a primary concern (see Sex At Dawn once more for details on this). We must also consider 
that a hundred years later the anarchist and Feminist Emma Goldman, for different 
reasons to be sure, would also be espousing ideas on the communal care of children 
brought up to be free and independent citizens in their own right rather than as Familial 
clones under the constraint of controlling parents. This idea is, then, not exactly novel or 


of isolated expression and is an authentically different vision of human relations. 


11. In imagining how his libertine politics may work out, Sade, who has abolished 
marriage and family constraint in doing so, imagines a sexuality set free. (It will, of 
course, be noted that, at least in the Christianised West of Sade’s experience, it is 
morality, and moral authorities such as the Church, which have most sought to constrain 
and, indeed, censure and control, human sexuality.) So Sade berates that mentality 
which identifies honour and virtue with resistance to desires Nature plants within us and 
which is most often called moral - as if “moral” was a thing one must be. He thus 
imagines children being allowed to become naturally sexual beings as these Feelings are 
stimulated by Nature herself and resistance to them as an unnatural response. Besides, 
Sade reminds us, since possessive marriage has now been outlawed by him, no one has 
anything to save themselves for. (Here Sade makes clear that in his republic marriage 
would indeed be completely abolished.) Thus, in the appropriate buildings Sade has 


designated as houses of prostitution, the young as well as the old would be able to give 
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free reign to their desires, imagined called Forth by Nature, to their heart’s content. 
(Sade calls these “all the pleasures of which Nature makes a duty”.) Sade thus 
encourages particularly girls to engage with their nascent sexuality in poetic Fashion and 
urges upon the Female that same liberty of spirit and desire he thinks the natural portion 


of men as well: 


“For a bridle have nothing but your inclinations, for laws only your desires, for morality 
Nature’s alone; languish no longer under brutal prejudices which wither your charms and 


hold captive the divine impulses of your hearts,” 


Here the extent to which you embrace delinquencies, debaucheries and extravagances is 


equivalent to the amount of esteem you would receive in such a society. 


12. It will be noted that, in despatching morality, Sade no longer seeks to justify anything 
on moral grounds. Indeed, moral grounds have been made unavailable to him and by 
him. One objecting to his arguments out of morality is regarded as out of bounds and so 
unable to bring any complaint on such a basis. This means that, in order to argue with 
Sade, one must attempt to do so on other grounds. (This is why he is arguing, for 
example, about the usefulness or relevance of things to a republican government in this 
pamphlet rather than simply arguing things are good or evil in their own right.) Here 
culture (and the book Sex At Dawn with its multi-cultural anthropological examples) 
plays a part again when he can regularly advert to various other cultures with different 
sexual and political practices (such as that of the wives and daughters of community 
members being offered to visiting strangers For their pleasure in some cultures) without 


them being regarded as criminal. Here Sade blames Christians for moralising behaviour 
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into crime and this argument stands as a general challenge to the idea that anything is 
simply “immoral” or that, even if it is, that should necessarily matter or mean anything to 
us at all in any sense other than practical or pragmatic ones (i.e. in that, if we take actions 
or display behaviours which others disdain, they may take actions against us as a 


consequence, actions and consequences we may wish to bear in mind). 


But, of course, such arguments, valid as they may well be, require application to specific 
cases. And these cases can become hard cases when we are all in receipt of centuries of 
moral accumulation of ideas and attitudes. (Nietzsche, in fact, in his book Daybreak, 
regarded morality as little other than having your behaviour controlled by your 
ancestors.) Thus, when he turns to incest, the general argument bites in a specific way — 
and that even though he can once again advert to cultures where it is practised without 
criminal or immoral connotation. In such arguments, we find Sade praising “primitive” 
peoples as those close to Nature and so less tainted by civilisation’s distancing and 
corrupting consequences. Sade, in Fact, goes onto argue that “every government whose 
basis is Fraternity” should be in Favour of incest and Finds it a matter of “absurdity” that 
“reasonable men” can find anything objectionable in sex between two people of close 
Family relation (which one should probably imagine, in this case, as preferably 
consensual or, at the very least, voluntary if possible — although, in the last resort, Sade 
would probably also argue in favour of a dominant figure’s pleasure too). Once more, 
Sade invokes Nature to his cause here when he argues that those for whom Nature gives 
us a sexual enjoyment human beings, with their prejudicial moral reasoning, should not 
obstruct, deny or criminalise. People, he imagines, should not allow themselves to 
become “bestialized by superstition” but use their reason free of morality’s corrupting 


effect. 
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13. One notable thing about Sade, in fact the most notable thing in my researches into 
his ideas, is his total lack of compromise regarding them. Where I, delicate Flower that | 
now perhaps am, always expect some point of mitigation, some holding back From 
ultimate consequence, Sade seems to give none. This is so here too when he comes to 
the subject of rape. It should be remembered, of course, that Sade views the subject's 
pleasure as more important a matter to consider than the object’s pain and so, perhaps, 
we should not be surprised. But this doesn’t make it any less shocking to read. Sade, in 
Fact, disregards rape as a crime so completely (regarding it as mere damaged property 
and so better than theft in which property is entirely stolen!) that he passes over it very 
quickly, arguing that, in an act of rape (conceived only as male upon female rape), the 
rapist only puts a woman in that condition which “marriage and love” soon would 
anyway. (In many cases marriage was viewed as the husband having complete sexual 
rights in regard to his wife, rape then being an impossibility in terms of it being a crime.) 
Sade thus demonstrates that he barely shows any concern for the concerns of the one 
being raped at all. Perhaps he imagines that his earlier ideas, in which women should 
consent to submit to any man’s desire in any case, put things on a better Footing to begin 


with. 


14. Another sexual act Sade considers is sodomy (anal sex) which, in Fact, happened to be 
Sade’s own favourite sexual practice (and with men not women). Unfortunately For Sade, 
it was in the France of his day completely illegal and attracted the death penalty which, 
even if the act itself disgusts you, seems a little harsh where its practise might be 
entirely consensual and done with agency on the part of all parties concerned. Sade thus 
wonders at the logic of condemning people to death for not sharing your sexual tastes. 


(A point which would, of course, apply to other sexual practices as well.) Nature, of 
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course, does not abjure it for it is Nature which not only makes it possible but enjoyable. 
Furthermore, Sade argues that the body cannot be thought to have sexual and non- 
sexual parts. A body is just a body and what uses or enjoyments its parts may find are 
separate issues. In Fact, the only possible crime Sade can even imagine here is waste of 
semen if thinking sex is meant to be reproductive alone but there Sade reasons that, if 


semen were so precious, Nature would have found a way not to waste any. 


Sade, however, who does not think sex was created for reproduction alone but for 
pleasure, disdains such reproductively biased arguments noting, for example, that men 
“waste” their semen even in dreams which Nature provides — so there can hardly be a 
desire within Nature to preserve it. Nature, thinks Sade, would not make possible 
anything that outraged it. (Although, of course, as we have already had several occasions 
to mention, Nature cannot itself be outraged. It has no opinions on anything.) Sade thus 
goes onto argue that all inclinations and tastes, primarily here sexual, of course, exist in 
us due to Nature and that none of this can then be offensive using such a measure. Sade, 
in Fact, argues, that the body's natural Formation, which was nothing to do with human 
design, is what inspires the desire For anal sex — and can we imagine that he is wrong in 
thinking this? Our only issue here, it would seem, is in considering if naturally arising 
ideas are then thought Nature’s obligations or whether they are matters to be 
considered in other ways. Sade clearly thinks that sodomy serves natural purposes. This 
does not make it compulsory but neither does it say it should be forbidden as an 


abomination either. 


15. Sade goes onto argue for sodomy as both natural and useful to a republic — citing 


Greek and Roman examples with Favour. Since he regards it as entirely natural, he argues 
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human beings must respect Nature’s judgment in the matter — although, of course, 
Nature does not judge at all and is merely an environment or interlocking set of physical 
conditions. Here, however, it is interesting that Sade argues that male-male relationships 
(which we should not anachronistically imagine as “homosexual” since such a concept 
more properly belongs to the 1860s and beyond), sexually conceived, produced 
solidarity and loyalty amongst those involved in them, suggesting that the organising of 
sexuality has political effects and consequences. This is a very interesting suggestion 
which we see reinforced in various constructions of sexual relationships around the 
world. How sex mediates relationships has a large effect on how those within societies 
politically relate to each other and so are themselves constituted. Sade himself seems to 
realise this too and it is notable of his works, no less of Philosophy in the Boudoir which is 
of relevance here, that all of his characters seem to present as pansexual, making 
sexuality a matter in which everyone is concerned with everybody else without 
distinction. It is the suggestion here that this is a political and not just a sexual 


preference. 


16. Sade finally states plainly at this point that “perversions” (to be thought of as 
deviations from an unimaginative mainstream normal practice that has been morally 
determined) are constitutional in the human being and “inseparable from physical 
structure”. This being the case, it cannot be a matter of “guilt” in any in whom they are 
Found any more than a physical disability or deformity could be blamed on the one 
evidencing it. Sade thus clearly argues that those evidencing such perversions were, in 
the words of Lady Gaga, “born this way”. The only thing of note in this respect is then 
that Sade has included tendencies to things regarded as crimes (rape, incest, sodomy) in 


this category. Interestingly, some of these are now judged less criminal in the West than 
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others which suggests, at the very least, that these are matters of opinion and not cold, 


hard, unchangeable Fact - and much less an arbitrating moral world reality. 


17. In the category of crimes against brethren, which Sade has been discussing, we come 
now to his last which is “murder”. IF we are, by now, familiar with Sade’s rhetorical 
technique we may expect what is coming since who habitually murders more than a 
state? The France of the 1790s, moreover, was replete with judicial and extra-judicial 
murders so we can imagine that Sade can hardly have been against it, right? Sade does, 
in Fact, begin by saying that murder is the worst crime of human being against human 
being since, of course, it deprives someone of their life. This aside, however, Sade wants 
to investigate if murder is actually criminal (both in itself and as a matter of politics), 
whether it materially harms society, whether murderers can tell others not to murder 
and, finally, what attitude republicans should have towards it. Sade, moreover, 


recognises that his answers may appear bold but claims a right “to say anything”. 


Consequently, he lays out an interesting and quite remarkable argument (against a 
Christian cultural background) for the lack of supremacy of human beings who are, as 
living beings, as other animals and even plants. We, like them, are simply products of 
Nature with life spans and physical faculties and attributes. Sade, in Fact, goes so Far 
down this path that he argues that he cannot find “any grounds for discrimination” 
between humans, animals and plants. Any who do, thinks Sade, simply display an 
inappropriate pride in their own species. This pride Sade deems “absurd”. The point here, 
of course, is that plants and animals die, and are killed, in their numberless thousands 
day after day. Do any of us care? Really not that much. And so the point is made: if these 


other things — which we cannot discriminate against in regard to ourselves — die without 
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our concern then what does it matter if we kill each other in the same way? Logic, this 


logic, demands it should not. 


18. Sade’s point here develops. It becomes an argument that life is, in nothing, nothing 
at all, eternal. So in murder no one is taking away anything given as an absolute gift. It is, 
rather, simply the bringing Forward of a certain outcome: the end of a life. Sade puts this 
slightly differently, pointing out that destruction is, in fact, a law of Nature. This 
develops into a philosophical reflection on Nature’s manner of operation in that the 
natural world, by processes of indistinguishable decay, destruction and creation, is 
constantly transmuting and transforming itself. Looked at this way, nothing has the 
individual integrity a human being, subjectively self-regarded, imagines of itself. We are, 
to put it this way, simply brief blips in time in the history of some matter and energy (as 
is all life which cannot then, in Sade’s thinking, be “destroyed” but is simply caused to 
change). Life is then all equally mundane and death is then but “a change of form” or “an 
imperceptible passage From one existence to another”. Understood this way, Sade 
suggests that murder, an act of destruction, cannot be a crime For it, too, is simply just 
another act in accordance with Nature. (Here we may reflect that if Sade can imagine 
rape “natural” or “constitutional” then why would he argue any the less that murder 
wasn't too?) Sade thus imagines all these passions, naturally gifted and constitutional 
within the human physique, roiling around within us and, if in accordance with natural 
principles, things For which none of us can be blamed. He has, in fact, attempted to cover 
murder from two angles here; first arguing that we are as insignificant in ourselves as 
any plant or animal (about which we do not care), he then argues that destruction is 


simply natural in any case. OF course, here the moralist would argue that murder is 
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morally wrong. But that is exactly what Sade cannot and will not do. So one is left to 


object, if one wants to, on other grounds if one can imagine them. 


19. Is one Form of life more useful than another? Who could possibly say? Certainly none 
of this reasoning establishes a criminality in the destruction of any life (between which 
Sade has argued we cannot discriminate anyway). Sade thus draws his inevitable 
conclusion: homicide is following Nature’s own impulses to destruction. Murder to Sade 
is essentially as a plague or a famine, a consequence of natural processes, a view 
possible when one has said the claims of morality are inadmissible in the court of 
rationality. It is a short walk from here indeed to the view that murder serves Nature’s 
purposes, which Sade also suggests. It also, he notes, serves political ones and here Sade 
can make use of the myriad human hypocrisies about when, and when not, death is an 
appropriate political instrument. Obviously, Sade can point out immediately that the 
French republic he was writing in and to existed because of murder. What political state, 
in Fact, does not exist because of it? What political state does not sanction it? (I have, of 
course, even read modern anarchist tracts where death to outsiders or recalcitrant 
insiders is expressly sanctioned.) States in Fact raise military Forces to commit sanctioned 
killings on their behalf and often these result in more accidental ones which they don’t 
overly shed too many tears about either. Even civil police Forces occasionally kill (or even 
murder) people and some states make laws excusing such legal officers from any 
criminality in such cases, indemnifying them against prosecution as a result. Are these 
the acts of those who care about murder or the imagined sacredness of human life? No, 
when it comes to politics the only rule is whether it is a murder of which we approve or a 
murder of which we do not approve. There is no absolute political principle against 


murder. 
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20. Sade consequently argues that a republican state should not disdain or discredit 
murder at all, not least because, as a state which began in murder (the French republic, 
of course, eventually murdered Louis XVI, as well as several others such as Marie 
Antoinette, as enemies of the state), it must continue in it if it would not fall into 
becoming a pacific state which Sade interprets as one Fallen prey to political and social 
inertia. Murder Sade then imagines as something of a lifeblood of the state, a vital 
energy that must not be lost. He conceives of this consciously by physical analogy and 


imagines that such physical metaphors may be morally interpreted. 


21. Of course, there is a Further argument in relation to murder that we have seen 
elsewhere in this pamphlet before. This is that murderers are clearly warlike people 
possessed of some personal dynamism, if not to say courage, and such people will 
undoubtedly be of use to a republic. This can develop into a Sadean point that the strong 
must be preserved and the weak got rid of and to references to cultures and places 
where parents immolate, kill or destroy their weakling children rather than preserve 
their lives. Here Sade disdains social movements and expenses which preserve the lives 
of those that are publicly or economically useless, seeing no pragmatic benefit in the 
expense or effort to do so for a general polity. He even goes so Far as to say that such 
people have “no right to live” and suggests “the best thing for all concerned” (“all” 
concerned?) is to dispose of them as soon as possible. OF course, here moral arguments 
about the value of an individual life are inadmissible. Utility and pragmatism, from a 


republic's point of view, are here Sade’s sole concern. 


22. Sade, however, also has a residual concern for “overpopulation” - as some still do 


today as well — since France’s quickly rising population, which had multiplied several 
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times over in the eighteenth century, was a factor in why so many could not find work or 
buy Food. Such Fanatics about overpopulation, however, always seem to imagine it must 
be someone else who must die For the greater good and never they themselves or their 
own. Sade bids the state watch this matter though and pay attention to an ever rising 


number of people to whom he grants the right of murder. 


23. Now in relation to this murder Sade makes an important caveat we must devote 
some attention to. Sade, as we have seen, has no interest at all in any imagined 
immorality in regard to murder. (IF he did, he would probably see its immorality as its 
Further recommendation!) Such murder, then, is done on one’s own recognisance or, as 
Sade puts it, “at his own risk and peril”. What is important in this is that it imagines 
human actions and behaviours done pragmatically and according to a logic of actions and 
consequences. In attempting to murder someone, For example, one may risk one’s own 
life, For, in even the most extensively planned out cases, the unknown or unforeseeable 
may always happen. You may, in Fact, not murder your target but they might injure or 
even kill you in the execution of it. Then there is the issue that, having committed your 
act of murder, others, friends or associates of the murdered, identifying you as the 
culprit, pursue you (even unto death) for the crime. This consequential, pragmatic 
reasoning appears to be the basis of Sade’s republic understood in terms of the actions 
of individual human beings which he seems to regard as the actual motive force in 
society and so the political life Force of human association. Thus, it is a pragmatic, 
consequential society that he imagines made up of motivated, passionate human beings 
that should not be morally constrained in these regards. Sade, in Fact, would ideally like 


to restrict membership of his republic to such motivated, passionate and dynamic people 
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and seems to regard any others as useless to it (“what you foresee as useless to society 


is what must be stricken out of it”). 


24. Consequently, Sade argues For a republic where people are left to the consequences 
of their pragmatic actions (clearly these are both foreseeable and not foreseeable) 
rather than one where the act of murder itself is singled out and punished as a crime. 


Thus, you are free to murder at will — subject to you still being alive to carry on with it! 


25. We are now into Sade’s summing up of matters and he rises to patriotic rhetoric that 
is targeted against the political despotism of monarchy. This, summing up the attitudes 
and beliefs he has enunciated earlier in the pamphlet, he puts down to freedom, 
voluntariness of action and union of interests. These are interesting values for the 
anarchist - for they are theirs. Hence, we see that his earlier (and now repeated) plea For 
“gentle laws” which do not unduly restrict, bind or judge individuals is certainly part of 


his imaginary of an effective republican polity. 


26. In continuing, Sade counsels against the Foreign wars that republican France got 
dragged into in this period of her history, often at the urging of French nobility who, 
Fleeing abroad, urged their noble brethren in other lands to Fight on behalf of nobility 
everywhere by bringing republican France to its knees and restoring the privileges they 
were formally used to. Sade, however, argues for a different course. He suggests that 
France should worry about itself and its own prosperity and leave others to crumble or 
prosper as they will, imagining that a successful example will be its own 
recommendation to others elsewhere. This, once more, is a very pragmatic, very self- 


responsible course to take, reminiscent, for example, of the egoist anarchist. It is, in Fact, 
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to make a choice in one’s habitual existence between concern for one’s own course or 
For that of all others as well. These choices will be seen to have vastly different 
consequences and requirements. In this case, Sade argues for a republic that acts more 


as a self-governing and self-concerned group of pirates than as an empire-building state. 


27. As a consequence, and in the final point | want to note, Sade counsels to watch out 
For the enemies of the republic, so recently defeated, since, in his mind, they have not 
been permanently destroyed but are only sleeping. Sade proved right in this judgment 
as the Revolution was ultimately defeated and the republic itself overthrown. Perhaps 


the republic should then have been more concerned with itself as he suggested? 


AN ANARCHIST INTERPRETATION 


It Falls to me to judge Sade, and his commentary in this political pamphlet, From an 
anarchist perspective, this perspective, of course, being my own version of such a thing 
For there is no one anarchist point of view. | will, in discussing my interpretation of Sade 
here, be doing so using values and ideas | have discussed at length elsewhere, primarily 
in my magnum opus, Black Flag: Jolly Roger's Anarchy. This is a 2,000 page book written 
over 7 years which discusses anarchy historically and philosophically, politically and 
economically, morally and intellectually. Readers can then have some confidence that my 
interaction with anarchy is not merely superficial and that this author has some insight 
into the subject. | have consequently decided to discuss the ideas in Sade’s pamphlet 


under seven headings as Follows: 


1. Atheism and Anti-authoritarianism 
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2. Judging Behaviour: Morality, Nature, Ethics, Pragmatism and “Actions and 
Consequences” 

3. Personal Freedoms and the Coercion of Others 

4. What's Right For a Polity? What's Right For a Person? 

5. The Fact of Culture and Cultural Differences 

6. The Political Consequences of Sexuality 


7. Sade as Self-Organiser. Sade as Anarchist? 


These, as will be seen, are broad topics which will necessarily involve synthesising Sade’s 
thought in their interpretation. In doing so, | hope to both critique his ideas and clarify 


my own. And so! begin. 


1. Atheism and Anti-authoritarianism 


Sade obviously begins his pamphlet in militant atheist mood, providing several pages of 
of atheist argument against the existence of gods and pointing out the political and 
moral dangers of those who believe in them as the absolute authorities they are 
imagined to be. This | take to be not just a point against the material and consequential 
existence of material deities but also against any absolute authorities of this kind. Such a 
conclusion in fact seems consequent on the remainder of Sade’s views, not least in 
relation to personal desire and his wider political views in regard to soft touch 
government and against “universal laws” which do not take personal disposition into 
account. Sade, then, is against absolute authorities whether material, spiritual or moral 
and this is not something | intend to disagree with since it is an anarchist position too, 


“no gods, no masters” being a Familiar anarchist slogan and one | have interpreted and 
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incorporated into my own anarchist articles of association as “Hold nothing sacred and, 
in so doing, destroy all authority”. However, the fact that Sade holds this position is then 
consequent in terms of the rest of his views and opinions in that they cannot then be 
absolutes themselves. (This, as we will see in my next point, is a problem considering 


how Sade seems to view “Nature”.) 


| noted in my commentary in the previous section of this book that Sade basically views 
the desiring individual as the motive force of society. Thus, it is only natural that as a 
companion to this view would be views very much against overarching authorities which 
constrain said individual. It is not then surprising we find them here. (Some, of course, 
would simply argue that Sade writes in a self-serving way From start to finish. He knows 
what he personally wants to be able to do and so he writes to a pattern which would 
enable him to get it free of outside interference. We should always keep this 
interpretation in mind.) However, this does not mean his arguments are without force or 
logic. Do gods actually exist? Is morality anything other than Fictional stipulations based 
on historic reasoning or opinion? Are absolute political or moral authorities socially 
desirable? Should any of these things (or their earth-bound champions or adherents) 
have authority over the desiring singularities that each sovereign human being is? No, | 
don’t think they should. And so Sade is totally within his rights to begin his pamphlet 
declaring them phantoms that are out of bounds and means to politically and morally 
dominating whole societies. Such things help no one unless, that is, you mean “help to 
control them”. Neither Sade nor the anarchist in general wants to be controlled and 
neither do they see social ideas or beliefs which are centrally controlling as a good social 


paradigm. Off with their heads! 
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2. Judging Behaviour: Morality, Nature, Ethics, Pragmatism and “Actions and 


Consequences” 


Then, however, the question becomes how we can judge behaviour in a world without 
absolute authorities. There are two initial points here: first, it is not clear that Sade is 
not, in Fact, using “Nature” as such an authority. The second point is to ask if “we”, ata 
societal level, need do such a thing anyway. Now on the second point Sade has pre- 
determined to operate in the conscious context of the French republic and this must 
necessarily colour his views (in that he must accept a political authority and its likely 
institutions). |, as an anarchist of the piratical kind, am not so controlled, however. | can 
simply be satisfied with the intersubjective agreement of such as | associate with or 


otherwise come to terms with, a major difference of context. 


But let us continue on anyway, noting these differences. | note Five ways of judging 


behaviour in reading Sade’s pamphlet so let’s detail each one in turn: 


a. Morality. Morality we should think of as an overarching and customary code of 
behaviour and right practice imposed on people in a society from above and perhaps 
arbitrated by established and arbitrary institutions as well. Sade, thinking it in the gift of 
gods, utterly rejects it - and | join him in doing so. Morality is a non-starter for lots of 
reasons but a major one will always be that none of us consented to it but neither does it 


require our consent. It is arbitrary and authoritarian. 


b. Nature. As | remarked several times in my commentary above, Sade often seems to 


view Nature as an overarching (or perhaps simply constitutionally and constitutively 
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internal) reality in everybody's life — part of their material substance. He thus regards the 
way it operates as determinative (I don’t think this too strong a word) in relation to the 
wants and desires of human beings. This, as we have seen, leads individual humans into 
controversial waters when such desires conflict with public morality. (This, in Fact, is 
Sade’s own problem which is why he writes books in prison.) The question is: what is 
“Nature” and can we think of it in the constitutive, determinative ways Sade does, 
regarding it as something with a “voice” to be heeded and its imagined warrants as 


things human beings do well not to artificially constrain? 


Obviously, as my commentary above has hinted, | cannot say | go along with Sade here. 
That something is possible or imaginable never means you should do it. That one has an 
ability does not mean one is obligated to exercise it. Such things remain always and 
Forever decidable on other grounds. Nature has no “voice” and neither does it have its 
own intelligence, conscience or opinion. It is simply an environment, a set of operating 
conditions, and that’s it. IF we want reasons to do or not do a thing we shall have to 
invent them for ourselves with the rationality it Funded us with. Nature is neither a 
warrant nor a forbidding authority. Its not an authority at all. None of this, however, 
means that it isn’t simultaneously a relevant context. An example here is exactly the 
nudity Sade brings up at one point. Nudity is “natural” and since “Nature” has no shame 
then nudity cannot be shameful either — at least, against the background of nature. 
Humans may still, amongst themselves, invent reasons for why, amongst themselves, 
they think it is (and some poor examples of them consequently do). But we are not 
constrained to agree with them. Nature, in my view, is then more a context than an 
authority (even if itis a desiring one, something Sade would himself highlight) and where 


Sade strays into the latter rather than the former then | judge him gone astray. 
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c. Ethics. | wish, in my anarchist way, to distinguish ethics From morality and the major 
way | wish to do that is by arguing that ethics are primarily designed by those who then 
intend to make use of them. This distinguishes ethics From morality immediately in that 
the latter is, by its nature, something more imposed and beyond those to whom it is 
imagined to apply. Morals come from above but ethics, so | wish to contend, come From 
within. Taking this definition and running with it, we can see that it applies, somewhat, 
to Sade who certainly has his own code as regards acceptable behaviours and practices — 
and likely one he would like others to freely accept For themselves. | do not think this is a 
bad thing in itself and even wish that so many more people were personally invested in 
how they, and everyone else, behaves. Anyone who has read my previous writing on this 
subject will know very well that | regard anarchism itself as an ethic or set of values 
(somewhat like a set of pirate articles of association which all joining the group must 
accept, with agency, for themselves) and that | do not regard such a thing as a set of 
rules so much as a personal (or, when intersubjectively applied, a communal) set of 
values by which one orientates oneself in and through life. Such things, | think, are both 
good and necessary, not least in that, in them, we take responsibility for ourselves 


(personally or intersubjectively) and own any consequences as a result. 


d. Pragmatism 


Ethics, however, are probably not enough, not least since other people exist who might 
not share yours. This is one reason why, going the republican state route, Sade argues 
that his ethics should be the ruling ethics. So much the better for him if they are, at least. 
An anarchist, however, does not have that option because an anarchist does not believe 


in republics or states, nor even in organising institutions or authorities. (At least, the 
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piratical kind | am does not. They believe in agency, autonomy and free association to 
Form communities of affinity within a politically, morally and economically decentralised 
context: a Form of self-organisation.) So this means that while “ethics” might be enough 
to guide us in our own lives and their most intimate relations they will not suffice unto 
all imaginable occasions. This is where pragmatism comes in for it bids someone to take 
a bigger picture into account than simply one’s wants or desires. It realises that each of 
us exists explicitly “in public” and so that more than “us” needs to be satisfied unless one 
is happy for one’s life to be permanent war. The imperatives of pragmatism are thus self- 
imposed constraints upon behaviour in the context of their own wider context and 


consequences. Pragmatism is all about not cutting off your nose to spite your Face. 


e. Actions and Consequences 


The final thing | want to discuss here is something Sade sometimes makes use of himself 
as well as something not unrelated to pragmatism, of which it is itself an example: 
actions and consequences. In brief, this mentality is that one takes possible or potential 
consequences into account when one imagines, or before one carries out, an action. For 
example, if | attack or assault someone then | may need to take into account if they have 
powerful Friends or allies, if | will get away with my assault, etc. Or perhaps | may wish to 
steal something. But will | get away with it? Can the theft be covered over? Might those 
from whom | have stolen come looking for it back? The mentality of actions and 
consequences then realises — Fundamentally so — that all actions do have consequences 
and that these may quite reasonably and possibly be in serious and permanent ways. 
Once again, then, this is a context for action which looks beyond mere desire and places 


it in a wider social and political world it must also take account of. 
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My own attitude here is that all except the first of these Five things is useful in terms of 
judging our own and others’ behaviour — where this is necessary as it will be in more 
social and intersubjective situations than others. What is verboten here, however, is any 
concept of overarching morals, principles or laws, authorities which tell us, from 
themselves and in non-negotiable ways that do not seek our assent, what we can and 
cannot do. In this | agree with Sade entirely in what is Finally a denial of any and all 
“gods”, material or metaphorical. In his pamphlet, in Fact, Sade opts for liberty 
(especially sexual liberty) as widely as possible but understands, albeit reluctantly, that 
in a republican context of a state he must be necessarily constrained by the concept of 
government, something | reject out of hand. The issue for both of us, then, is the one | 


will come to next: the matter of personal freedoms and the coercion of others. 


3. Personal Freedoms and the Coercion of Others 


Let me start here by saying that I, of course, reject Sade’s nonsensical arguments about 
his pleasure overriding the pain, disfavour or even simply will of others. In this respect, 
the ending to Philosophy in the Boudoir, the book this pamphlet is presented within, is a 
particularly egregious (if consistent) example when Eugénie's innocent mother 
(although she is not imagined innocent in the text as she does not share the “manners” 
of the story’s other characters) is sexually assaulted, raped by a syphilitic and then has 
her lower orifices sown up as a “punishment”. In the immorality of this text that may 


serve as some sort of appropriate justice. But it is not my justice. 


It is clear throughout Sade’s text, in Fact, even simply Focusing on the pamphlet | have 


excerpted for study here, that he does have principles and ideas by which he operates. 
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For example, one appears to be that which regards men as superior to women (even to 
the extent that he regards anal sex with other men as the pre-eminent Form of sex). This 
may seem patriarchal and misogynist in that he makes every female sexually available to 
every male — and perhaps it is — but the same Sade goes onto believe in abortion rights 
for women (in Philosophy in the Boudoir as a whole) and a right of sexual Freedom For 
women to fulfil their own sexual desires without moral censure — entirely in the Face of 
the moral precepts of the time, set around marriage and husbands’ control of their wives 


as it was. 


The question under consideration here, however, is a more general one of personal 
freedom versus social coercion and | do not imagine that this can be based in either sex 
or gender and so take a view even more (personally and socially) libertarian than Sade’s 
own - which is itself considerably libertarian, both in historical and contemporary 
context. In short, whatever rights Sade gives a man | also give a woman (as | also give 
them to a non-adult as much as | give them to an adult, not forgetting Sade’s arguments 
about the rights of children over and against their parents which are more evident in 
Philosophy in the Boudoir itself) and that includes a right of refusal to act in any situation 
in which they do not wish to partake. So, for me, there can be none of this Sadean 
nonsense about one’s (or simply a man’s) pleasure being an overriding concern. IF anyone 
wants to sate their desire For pleasure then let them find people possessed of their own 
agency who wish to Facilitate them in it. Agency+Autonomy+Free Association is the basis 
of my understanding of any and all social affairs, sexuality included. Or, as another of my 
“Articles of Jolly Roger’s Anarchy” put it in my book Black Flag: “if something is not 


voluntary then it should not be done.” This seems pretty clear and simple to me. 
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There is of course, however, a Further issue here though, a particularly controversial one 
in an authoritarian world such as ours where everyone tries to accuse everyone else of 
“grooming” for perceived political advantage. Sade himself would probably have 
laughed at this because the book Philosophy in the Boudoir that we are here discussing a 
part of is a book that is entirely explicitly one in which the dramatic scene envisaged is 
that a 15 year old girl is groomed into a lifestyle of libertinage. Sade, of course, does not 
think there is anything wrong with this; he thinks Eugénie is simply getting an entirely 
appropriate education. Modern readers may nevertheless aver from his judgment. 
However, when that same book, in the pamphlet we are here considering, argues that its 


thoughts and stipulations apply without age limit we may need to look more closely. 


In my own case, | think the same guidance as | have already given still applies - and 
exactly in things like agency, autonomy and free association and the article that “IF 
something is not voluntary then it should not be done”. | do not talk here about consent 
because, as | have written elsewhere, | regard it as a weak and coercible thing, something 
in which social pressure and the much discussed “power dynamics” can easily be brought 
to bear. Things like agency and autonomy, however, are much stronger concepts as well 
as being things that are constitutive of character and personality and, as such, are much 
less coercible things in social situations. This, to my mind, is the right way to go about 
activities which may have far-reaching consequences. IF we are talking about sexuality 
primarily, as we are here (without it not also being applicable to other things), then we 
are, to my mind, explicitly talking about activities one choses FROM ONESELF to opt into 
— and never about anything to which consent can, or could, be coerced. Sade tries to rig 
the logical debate about this and to turn the minds of the subservient to the advantage 


of the domineering. That, however, must not be allowed to succeed and each must be 
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Fully informed and educated as to their own responsibility for themselves and their own 
inviolable agency and autonomy. In other words, if you are being expected to do 
anything then it must come from you specifically that you consequently do or don’t do it. 


Anything else, to my mind, is an unacceptable coercion or exploitation. 


4. What's Right For a Polity? What's Right For a Person? 


This is that topic under which people usually discuss “the rights of the individual” vis-a- 
vis the “rights of society” and here, again, | am somewhat at odds with Sade because | 
basically concede no “rights of society” since | do not think any pre-existing “society” 
which arbitrates its rights, and my responsibilities to it, over and against me deserves to 
exist. This makes me sound somewhat like the despicable British Conservative, Margaret 
“There’s no such thing as society” Thatcher, but that wholly unsuitable comparison will 
have to stand regardless for | do not concede the rights of any “society” to which people 
themselves do not, with agency, Freely consent. This means that, at birth, all states are 
equally illegitimate and all governments equally tyrannical over us. None of them have 
my assent and none of them seek my consent. They are simply all equally arbitrary 
authorities that seek to oppress me at their, and possibly their supporters’, whim. Thus, 
“what is right for a polity” and “what is right for a person” may indeed by very different 
things. Another pirate-like article From Black Flag was “Self-organisation is our principle 
of life and anarchy described” and, that being so, my principle of human co-existence is 
not one of political authorities dictating terms to supine populations they govern by 
Force. The trouble is that that is now how all populations are governed. (We may also 


note that “society” is a word describing a void. It has no content of its own. It is merely a 
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word for the connections of human individuals to each other. Thus, “society's rights” is a 


particularly empty concept, a nonentity and a total and utter misnomer.) 


Sade’s own view on this subject was weighted towards the individual - whom he wanted 
free to pursue personal desires — albeit he took this view in the context of a republic, 
thus requiring at least nominal government and the recognition that (in a top down, 
authoritarian frame of reference) someone must make the rules (and that they must be 
rules to be policed). But Sade makes a plea that these rules not be universal and 
draconian, urging that room for personal foibles be allowed. (It is not clear how this 
could work and Sade gives Few clues in the pamphlet.) Sade wants the individual taken 
into account in the matter of a necessarily socially arbitrated government but it seems to 
me that this combination will always create conflicts for governments cannot possibly 
make a personally arbitrated set of rules For everyone (as Sade himself notes). They have 
neither the time nor the resources for this and are probably more concerned with those 


interests most impressed upon them by other concerns anyway. 


My own view, released From the necessity of government, is different to this. Like Sade’s 
view, my own view builds from the material reality of singular people who exist as 
separate entities yet who do so in socially associative formations. Whereas states begin 
From above, however, in a hierarchical concept of social organisation, | begin from below 
and state that no polity is a legitimate polity that is not formed and maintained wholly 
by those in association who create it. What a polity then needs is the means to survive as 
such and this is entirely a matter of the associations and intersubjective agreements that 
make it up. | envisage this as a conglomeration of point-to-point relations that are human 


relationships one with another. Without leaders, institutions or authorities. Why in this 
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way? Because | imagine that “what's right for a person” is to have agency, autonomy and 
Free association which allows them to create affinity relations which can supply their 
desires, needs and wants. Consequently, | imagine decentralised spaces to Facilitate this 
Free of the arbitrating control even the extremely desiring Sade still imagines politically 
necessary. It is notable, however, that wherever this is attempted authoritarian others 
(who believe in states, centralising authority and power over others) always try to 
destroy it. And so we end up in a conflict of states against people and “freedom” 
imagined as a thing related to control of others rather than freedom from such control. 
The issue is then, ultimately, whether you want to be free of such others as you want 
nothing to do with or whether you want to be free to control and coerce them. Using 


that distinction, we find that | and Sade are on different sides of the argument. 


5. The Fact of Culture and Cultural Differences 


A very interesting feature of Sade’s pamphlet is how many times he adverts to other 
cultures, times and places that are different From his own in order to give examples of 
people From elsewhere who organise their lives differently. He does this, of course, to 
show that we are not all the same and that what one people values (for example, 
centralised authority or sexual domination of men by women) another people may not — 
and vice versa. This has both a relativising and a de-moralising effect in that it questions 
the very idea of absolutes, which is likely something Sade would want to do anyway 
(outside of arguing those of Nature in his particular conception) as well as the basis on 
which any culturally-Founded practice proceeds. In this, Sade actually makes a very 
important point for it is not an uncommon occurrence that people argue for their social 


reality as the definitive social reality. This, however, is of course never the case and is 
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simply a matter of culture, history, upbringing, tradition, contingency and similar things. 
Values and beliefs and practices have histories and while they may have been necessary, 
in that they have come to exist in time and space, this does not make them either 
universal or eternal. Therefore, in undermining the claims of culture generally by 
providing examples of others, Sade reminds us that, in some senses, everything we think 
and do is arbitrary, unnecessary, historically contingent and liable to be performed or 
acted out in other ways using other Forms of social organisation or reality elsewhere or 
in changed circumstances. It is always only a matter of our choice or activity. In other 
words, Sade here highlights our agency in how we live and our autonomy in our ability to 


achieve it or transform it. And these are very good lessons to learn indeed. 


6. The Political Consequences of Sexuality 


The reason | ever began studying Le Marquis de Sade is because | wondered at his sexual 
imagination and its consequences having read the anthropological book Sex At Dawn 
(which | mentioned earlier in this book) which makes it quite clear that how a group of 
people organises their sex has far-reaching political effects. Indeed, it should seem 
manifestly obvious to the reflective person that how people can even imagine their 
sexual relationships must have wider consequences. Is it to take place in “pair-bonded” 
couples only, any other sex being considered taboo? It is to be male-female only? Is it to 
be communal and promiscuous and Found in social rituals? Is it to be something done in 
public or private? Are couples, or their subsequent lifetime coupling, to be regarded as 
anathema? Are people who have sex to be regarded as parents if a child should result or 
are there other people who are the designated parents in a given community? There are 


myriad questions we can ask here and each has consequences politically. 
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Sade’s views here are a mixed bag. He clearly believes in sexual freedoms and, although 
he favours men over women here, he doesn’t do so blindly and extends considerable 
freedoms to women that they don’t even have now in many places. Its also notable, as 
previously mentioned, that seemingly every character in Sade (and certainly in 
Philosophy in the Boudoir) gets sex from everybody else. Sade’s world is a pansexual, 
omnisexual paradise in which no coupling or combination is forbidden and in which 
someone's pleasure is always the point. Here, of course, taboos are also gleefully 
ignored and a sense of “openness to pleasure” is generally pervasive. It also has to be 
added here that although Sade does set out thinking which is coercive of women by men 
this is not his point of First resort. Even in his own real world indiscretions he sought out 
women who could procure others wiling to partake and one does not pay people, as he 
did, who he intends to force anyway. So although Sade himself clearly holds some 
coercive beliefs, and was in his own life enthusiastic of enforcing them, he wasn’t simply 
a monster who bypassed any voluntary agreements or mutual enjoyment at all. His ideal 
partner, indeed, would almost certainly have been one as willing and debauched as he 
himself imagined to be. And, in his Utopia, he would hope that everyone else would 
become this way too for his ideal appears to be a total sexual openness heretofore as 
yet undreamed of in a Western world mired in the sexual control of Christian influence 


For most of 2000 years. 


This also applies to the concept of “family” about which Sade also has some fairly major 
things to say. Sade, in Fact, appears no Fan of either marriage or family and a major part 
of Philosophy in the Boudoir, the wider context For the pamphlet under discussion here, is 
about why Eugénie, a 15 year old trainee libertine, is under no obligation to obey her 


mother who stands in in the book for the voice of irrational moralising and arbitrary 
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authority. (It turns out she actually wants to kill her, an ambition the characters in the 
book praise.) This leads Sade to talk about things like communal responsibility For 
children and their freedom from parental control. Here Sade is clearly straining Western 
cultural concepts of family polity and social organisation but he only really does so in the 
cause of individual freedom and doesn’t contemplate the social consequences more 
Fully. For social and political consequences there certainly are as in the case of certain 
matriarchal societies, for example, where sexual relationships and parenting duties are 
separated out at the social level, the female relatives of women who give birth, For 
example, being regarded as those who bring up children whilst the men do other socially 
useful things. In such places children have many mothers and the father is not nearly as 
important. In other places, a child may be thought to have multiple Fathers as it is 
imagined every implantation of male seed goes to “make up a baby” inside the woman 
concerned. Thus, when the baby is born, the result of a woman’s sex with perhaps many 
different men, anyone who had sex with the woman imagines that they have some part 
in the child thereafter produced. This is just two differing real world examples From Sex 
At Dawn of how other cultures organise their sex but there are many others. Again what 
Sade does here in questioning that one culturally dominant in his own time and place is 
make it seem as something contingent and changeable. Things don’t have to be as they 
are. We can just act in other ways if we want to. The sky will not Fall in if we do because 


elsewhere, where things are different, the sky has not Fallen in there either. 


Obviously, as one who has done some research into such things, | am well disposed to 
them. The relationships | write about in books about anarchism are not ones of control 
or coercion, such as Western concepts of marriage and Family (not to mention sexuality — 


a whole other subject), have been. When one imagines relationships between people 
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who have agency and autonomy, who are free to associate with whomsoever, and for 
whatever reasons, they see fit (on the basis of affinity alone), one is absolutely not 
imagining traditional Western concepts of Family or marriage - or of pair-bonded 
monogamous heteronormative couples. Sade wasn’t doing that either and so in this 
specific area he has significantly deviated From the cultural expectation and norm of the 
time and place in which he lived. One imagines, however, that he did not join the dots 
here, as later anarchists did, in realising that a sexual revolution is simply a political 
revolution — for how you organise your sex is basically how you organise your society. 
Sade at least half stood for a self-organisation of this (whilst still acknowledging various 
hierarchies and a government). The anarchist goes much further than this, however, and 
so Follows through on Sade’s impulse For an omnisexual society of people of any sex and 
gender that are open to sex that Flows from their own agency and that is not guided by 
authoritarian morals or by ancient institutions. Anarchist sexuality is political sexuality 
and Flows From the anarchist principles | have now outlined several times already in my 
text. Such sexuality is not about control but, as in some measure Sade’s was too, is about 
setting people free From sexual control in order to explore and enjoy their desires more 


Fully, Free from outside interferences as behaviour done in and from personal agency. 


7. Sade as Self-Organiser. Sade as Anarchist? 


In summing up all the commentary | have had to give about Sade’s pamphlet in this book, 
it Falls to me to ask about Sade’s imagined political position as a whole. We can accept, | 
think, that it is a deliberately articulated one in which Sade is giving a side-eye to 
government fully conscious of his own desires and needs. Sade, let’s not beat around the 


bush, imagines a government and a state that would operate in ways that would please 
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him. Let us not chide him too greatly for that, however, For which of us is not going to do 
the same thing? My sexual and political ideas that | have given here are certainly doing 
the same thing and | imagine yours would too for who wants to create a social state of 
existence that is personally upsetting to them? No one does for each imagines that 
polity which pleases themselves and preserves their interests. So, we may recognise that 
this is the case with Sade here too without letting that point derail what he actually has 


to say in terms of its content which may then be judged on its own merits. 
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In this respect, we may say that Sade seems to be travelling a path that is heading in the 
direction of some form of personal liberty beyond that he currently enjoyed but that he 
simultaneously can’t think himself out of the political box of centralising control. OF 
course, this is also pragmatic as well for Sade was writing in prison where he had been 
put by officers of the French republic. It would hardly have helped his own cause if he 
had been writing, “Death to the republic, down with government!” What Sade does do, 
though, is argue strongly For personal freedom to facilitate ones desires (hopefully, but 
not ultimately necessarily, with willing associates) in a context of light touch government 
not overburdened with laws it wants to police and enforce in arbitrary ways onto every 
person within its territory. He talks, in the latter part of the pamphlet, about actions 
done voluntarily and the need for union between members of the republican polity as 
well as the necessity of Freedom of action and acting in respect of one’s own polity 
without necessarily worrying too much about looking For Fights with that of others — and 
this is all to the good from my part of view. But, from my perspective, Sade is only then 
really on a journey to imagine a polity in which the libertinage he personally practised to 
the point of being imprisoned for it could be tolerated without being interfered with. 
Does Sade have genuine concern for the freedom of others? Perhaps only inasmuch as 
he must concede it to others in order to acquire that needed for himself. Should we 
judge that harshly? Not necessarily, for the most coercive people are often those who 
insist on benevolence for everyone. Sade was much more a man concerned for and with 
himself and so he sets a certain example which is not to be ignored either: that one 


should mind one’s own business and not stick one’s nose into other people’s too much. 
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So although Sade can be imagined as something of a pragmatic self-organiser who 
imagines and hopes for voluntary unions of freely associating people with whom the 
government will not interfere, he is still far From an anarchist. He is still, For example, Far 
too ready to coerce others to satisfy his own personal pleasures. He also does not 
equalise all others in the freedoms he would hope for for himself (especially if one 
happens to be a woman). The more morally outrageous things he says (murder is Fine, 
acting in lust is natural) | do not worry so much about because | agree with Sade that 
morality is unjustifiable brain rot only of use to control others, a thing | want to 
wholeheartedly argue against in Fact and in regard to all its means. We can find 
pragmatic and consequential reasons for why some of these things Sade says are 
objectionable (and “I don’t want to do them” is certainly one that is good enough here 
regardless of Sade’s own sophistries to the contrary) and we should always remind Sade 
that the will nature gave him is the same will it gave all others too. The question is then 
how a society of such people relates and although Sade puts Forward interesting and, in 
some senses, very forward thinking (in Western context) social solutions here, we cannot 
imagine that he has thought about it in the round. Yet again, we must assume, he has 
asked “What suits me?” and then extrapolated from there. His pamphlet satisfies those 
to whom it is read out in Philosophy in the Boudoir but these characters are all Sade 


creations and so Sade surrogates. Those he has not created may defer From his views. 
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A recent Guardian story reporting on a current (as of summer 2023) Barcelona exhibition 
in relation to the Marquis de Sade, the Western world’s most notorious ever libertine, 


noted of the Former French nobleman that: 


"Sade’s writings were not about sex for the sake of sex. Or rather, they were, but as part of 
the overarching philosophy that the consummation and realisation of desire, erotic or 
otherwise, represents the apotheosis of human liberty. Sade was both libertine and 
libertarian. He critiqued and satirised institutions, often wittily advertising the hypocrisies 


of church, state, class, law and family." 


In a social media bio that | have maintained, | describe myself, in amongst other ways, as 
an outlaw, a pervert, a heretic, a subversive, a social egoist and a Free spirit. In my mind, 
besides trying to make myself sound as edgy as possible (and, being as honest as a self- 
reflective human being ever can be, in some ways | am very edgy and in others barely at 
all), these are all ways of describing genuine aspects of what | see as my fundamentally 
anarchist character. “Social egoist” is, in fact, my own novel way to say “anarchist” 
without using the word “anarchist” for, in modern context, that word has become 
attached to far too many dumb American juveniles (not entirely a description of these 
people’s ages) who are actually just moral, cultural and political police. These are people 
who even police discussion of ideas on the Internet as if it was of consequence. Holy 
Baphomet knows what they would do if a modern Renzo Novatore appeared. Probably 
call the actual cops and tell them where he was, offering to help them out in any way 


they could, the total Frauds that they actually are. 
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| am here today to discuss, once again, what an anarchist is because of my recent study 
of the Marquis de Sade earlier in this book | am writing on sex and its relationship to 
politics and particularly, of course, to anarchy. That link, | am convinced, is Fundamental — 
for reasons | went into at length earlier in this tome. But, in reading and writing about 
Sade, the question of what he is and how we might describe him raises its ugly head — 
and that process itself then, quite naturally, raises the wider question “What is an 
anarchist?”. The way the author of the Guardian piece writes about him - as one who 
pushes the fight for freedom to its ultimate limits, as one who denies and decries any 
and all institutions which would attempt to stop him doing that - from police and 
government to marriage and Family —- makes him absolutely sound like one. IF the words | 
have used of myself to try to describe my own anarchist persona honestly are anywhere 
near the mark, then Sade has me fairly and squarely outclassed in every single one of 
them except “social egoist”, my own nomenclature For “anarchist”. Sade, of course, was 
never Formally an anarchist. He couldn’t have been. Writing in the latter half of the 
eighteenth century, such a political consciousness had not yet been given this name. But, 
as in the case of several others | have referred to in my past voluminous writing on the 
subject, that should not stop us naming him so if the cap fits. And, to be Frank, | think it 


does. 


In the previous appendix about Sade as part of my researches, however, a 101 page 
presentation of Sade’s political pamphlet “Yet Another Effort, Frenchmen, IF You Would 
Become Republicans” which is Found embedded within the fifth of seven dialogues that 
make up Sade’s 1795 work Philosophy in the Boudoir, the account of the training of a 15 
year old girl in the ways and philosophy of “libertinage” (sexual liberty), | said that Sade 


was not an anarchist. Feeling anxiety the next day that | had got this horribly wrong, | 
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remembered that | had written that judgment in commentary and interpretation of one 
quite specific text and not the whole gamut of Sade’s oeuvre — which puts him in entirely 
different light. The pamphlet | had written in relation to tries to describe a kind of 
political Utopia in which libertinage can take place undisturbed. Its atheist, without 
moralist oversight, and interferes legally or in an authoritarian way in people’s private 
business as little as possible. It hates marriage and the family as things which constrain 
sexual liberty. It is, so | judged, | still think rightly, not anarchism - even if it is straining 


For liberty. 


But Sade the sexual libertarian who acts out sexual Fantasies in real life and writes much 
more gruesome ones in his fiction — ones which are not simply diabolical sexual Fantasies 
but also political philosophies For a way of life — he is absolutely an anarchist, isn’t he? He 
wants Freedom from things, material things, political things, and he wants freedom to 
things without the coercion of policing others. Sade, we might say, is a very sexually 
fixated Renzo Novatore in his attitudes and approach. Novatore sets himself up in print 
as against all societies and proclaims himself outlaw against any that will set themselves 
up. His freedom is, First and Foremost, a Freedom that is his own. Consequently, some 
much more socially-conceived anarchists — such as fellow Italian Camillo Bernieri — 
thought that Novatore was some kind of monster. Other people certainly think Sade well 
qualified for that label. How can an anarchist be someone like Sade? Well, they 
apparently can be someone like Novatore who, today, can be called an anarchist even if 


you don’t agree with what he thought or how he went about it. 


As | think about this, | start to espy a gap: there are “good anarchists” and “bad 


anarchists”. This judgment is not just a contemporary one and might actually be as old as 
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the invention of “anarchists” as a social movement which is over 150 years ago with the 
split in the First International which sent Marx and Engels one way and Bakunin and 
Kropotkin another in terms of what a good socialist was. It was Marxist communism, 
thought one group of people, and the other thought it was anarchist communism. The 
anarchists, once defined in their own way and now developing independently of Marx 
and his tightly controlled Marxist ways, developed their own bad boys (and occasionally 
girls) who took matters into their own hands, became criminals, agitators, even bombers. 
They chalked up some notable deaths in the last quarter of the nineteenth century and 
the royal houses of Europe (as well as capitalist robber barons) occasionally Felt their 
sting. But are people who rob and steal and stab cops and blow up people and things 
anarchists? Many would say not. Others would absolutely say yes. After all, what does 
“no leaders” or “no gods, no masters” ultimately mean? Surely it doesn’t ultimately mean 
that there is someone out there — even an anarchist someone — who can tell you what 
not to do? That, in fact, is exactly the challenge of considering Sade — for Sade bids you 
consider that your own desire is your arbiter: AND NOTHING ELSE. And he absolutely 
refuses to compromise on that - even if you come at him to harm him or use your 


violence against him (as the French state, in multiple guises, in Fact did). 


In reading Sade and writing about him Max Stirner regularly pops into my head. Stirner is 
now known as one of the major proponents of “egoism”, a philosophy to which Emma 
Goldman willingly allied herself at the beginning of her own anarchist activities in a 
newspaper interview in 1893 after she had been arrested for inciting a crowd. Goldman 
is thought of by many as a “proper anarchist” and wasn’t exactly half-hearted in the 
prosecution of her own ideas about that in her own way — as no genuine egoist could be. 


Egoism is about direct action on your own (or your willing associates’) behalf and about 
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holding nothing sacred, about having not only no god (atheism) but having no god 
substitute (law, morality and the human being are all regular candidates here). My own 
interactions with Stirner led me, when | came to write out some “articles” (on the model 
of pirate articles of association) defining the anarchism | imagined represented the 
philosophy as clearly (if personally) as | could, to begin by saying that the anarchist 
“should hold nothing sacred and so destroy all authority”. This is basically to say we 
should have no totalising, overarching authorities at all, none whatsoever. This should be 
ever hereafter an idea space that ceases to exist, a concept we have eliminated From 
human thought along with our desire to do real, genuine, consequential obeisance to 
things which politically, economically and morally organise human relationships. We 
should, instead, be egoistic and serving of our own interests (with such others as freely 
join with us in solidarity), we should act directly and without asking For permission in the 


service of our desires. Well, guess what? Sade thought that too. 


So, actually, there isn’t really any reason not to think of Sade, the philosopher of extreme 
sexual, and so necessarily political, liberty, as an anarchist. Except one. That one reason 
is the many dumb anarchist policemen (both of today and the past) who thoroughly 
socialise what they imagine anarchism to be, turning it into a system of social welfare or 
a Nietzsche-criticisable, “love your neighbour as yourself” Christianisation of society as a 
whole, a universal and utopian benevolence which always ends up extremely policing in 
its mentality and approach and, as far as | am concerned, always will — because that is 
what it is: social policing. This mentality, openly defied by Novatore and always resisted 
by an Emma Goldman who insisted on the integrity of personal autonomy of thought 
and action, has goals and wants to end up in a certain place. But this is not a place where 


values such as personal agency, personal autonomy, absolute freedom of association, 
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personal affinity and a decentralisation of society which bids people go their own way, 
mind their own business and simply leave alone those with whom they want nothing to 
do, a decentralising of society which makes controlling others, or controlling society 
itself From a centralised point, as impossible as it can, are most important ones. The false 
anarchists, the social do-gooders, the communal policemen, who want to tell people 
acting on their own conscience in pursuance of their own freedom “you can’t do that 
because it is not our idea of the common good” seem to eventually hate things like this — 
no matter how much they might superficially praise them as ideas. But, we must say to 
them honestly, if you don’t actually do these things and act in accordance with them, 
then you don’t actually believe in them. They are just words you use to flatter and 
deceive. What is the actual Fibre of your Fabric, you socially-policing anarchists who rattle 
on about “accountability”? (To who? What for? On what basis?) The Marquis de Sade 
honours such principles far more thoroughly and honestly than you. His obsessive and 
visceral sexual libertinage condemns your social policing as not anarchist, as a parody of 
anarchism, as controlling social concern that has actually misunderstood the entire point 
of anarchy: that human beings may act according, and only according, to their own 


Freedom. 


In a book called Black Flag: Jolly Roger’s Anarchy, my 2,000 page magnum opus on the 
subject of anarchy, | sum up anarchy, in a consciously biological way, as “self- 
organisation”. | love this description of anarchy because it is both very simple to 
understand and yet also as profound an understanding of what anarchy is about as it 
gets. It is SELF-organisation. It is not organisation by the government or your family or 
the Revolutionary Anarchist People’s Committee of Well-Meaning Anarchists. Its SELF- 


ORGANISATION. Its organisation by and for yourself. By this measure, Sade is as 
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anarchist as it gets and many self-claimed anarchists are as Fake as it gets. In Black Flag | 
looked for models For this. Probably the best one | found was pirates, whether that kind 
Found on seventeenth and eighteenth century ships plying the coasts and seas of the 
world for bounty as outlaws against nascent capitalist empires or more modern kinds 
who simply think that laws imposed by criminal political gangs called governments are 
not things they should have to worry about. Pirates act for themselves, make their own 
rules of association amongst themselves and don’t worry about what anyone else is 
doing — for they consider their own lives their business and leave others’ lives to them. 
Sade seems like that too. He wants sexual liberty (and the political liberty necessary to 
enable it) For such as desire it — and as for those that don’t, well, if they will just mind 
their own business somewhere over there then that will be fine. Its about self- 
organisation and organising yourself — which, of course, means not controlling or 


interfering with others. 


| find this the heart of anarchism and have at least had the honesty, courage and 
consistency to write 2,000 pages previously in another book — and a Further 1500 in this 
one — saying so and trying to justify it. | think that all | have said and tried to justify in 
that other book makes Sade inevitably a kind of anarchist - and most especially even if 
its the case that many anarchists would hate him to be associated with anarchism as a 
result. Is there then an anarchist acceptance committee? Is there an official anarchist 
acceptance procedure? What nonsense! Being an anarchist is entirely Self-ID; if you say 
you are, think you are or act as if you are, then you are. There’s no one out there to stop 
you (although I’m sure some will try!). Sade is then the absolute best kind of anarchist: 
the kind even anarchists would hate! The kind that out-anarchises the anarchists. How 


else to demonstrate freedom and liberty than by refusing to abide by even the 
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anarchists’ own rules and morality? What are anarchists doing having “rules and 
morality” anyway? Sea-faring pirates of yore would occasionally throw out or maroon 
members of their companies who didn’t act according to their articles of association but 
they never stopped anyone like this From forming their own companies according to 
their own rules either and they also allowed people to leave who didn’t agree with them. 
Such voluntary pirate communities were concerned with themselves and their own 
behaviour and not with policing the world. Some commentators (notably Gabriel Kuhn in 
his excellent book, Life Under The Jolly Roger) have disdained them for this, arguing that 
“anarchists” are actually the world-concerned policemen | am here myself disdaining. But 
if anarchists are actually just cops who think themselves benevolent (which is probably 
all cops anyway in regard to the lies they need to tell themselves to stay sane) then why 
ever bother to be one? This is isn’t different — its just more of the same old social 


coercion that everybody else trades in today. 


The anarchist, then, is the outlaw. They are the pervert, the heretic, the subversive. They 
are the social egoist and free spirit. The are Sade, Novatore, Goldman, Clément Duval, 
Emile Henry and Emile Armand. They are people who rob, steal, kill and have outrageous 
sex. They are people whose compass in life is their desires - and nobody else’s or no 
other institutions’ desires. They are not “respectable” and unconcerned with “what's 
best for the common good”. They don’t think there is a “common good” for what is 
“good” is relative to the person who is thinking about it. They pay no attention to 
governments or the police (save that attention necessary to preserve their own course) 
and imagine that your life is your business whilst their life is theirs. They are not averse 
to joining Forces but always insist it is on their own recognisance, a matter of their own 


agency and autonomy, something revocable at any time. Such anarchists fashion their 
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own socialities For their own purposes; they resist unto death the claims of any sociality 
that wants to coerce them with which they have no affinity. They oppose all authority, 
spiritual, moral, economic or political, because these, of necessity, are the things that 
would coerce them. They never back down, ask permission, or even imagine they require 
permission. They are people unchained from outside obligation save any that they 


impose on themselves. 


All that being said, can we remotely comprehend what such anarchy means and 
obligates? Can we fathom such anarchy’s consequences? Sade could. And that’s why 
Sade, overwhelmed by the concern to realise and consummate his desire to the utmost 
degree and without fear, is an anarchist. And why many other, much lesser committed, 


people are not. 
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